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PREFACE 


HILE writing my thesis for Ph. D. and surveying 
^ ^ the history and development of the conception of 
Aksara Brahman, I hit upon certain passages in the Brahmasutra 
which I tried to interpret independently of any commentator. 
I showed the interpretation to my Professor Dr. Schrader who, 
after comparing the same with those ofThibaut and Deussen, 
not only accepted it as a part of my thesis, but advised me 
to write a critical interpretation of the entire Brahmasutra 
after my return to [ndia. Accordingly I prepared an interpretation 
of Bra. Sq. III. 2 and sent the typescript to Professors Dr. 
S. N. Dasgupta ( Calcutta ) and M. Hiriyanna ( Mysore ) and 
discussed it personally with Prof. R. D. Ranade ( Allahabad ) 
and the bite Dr. A. B. Dhruva, who was then Pro-Vice- 
Chancellor of the Benares Hindu University. All these 
distinguished authorities encouraged me in my undertakhig, 
remarking in general that my conclusions were ‘ reasonable ’ 
and my interpretation was ‘ plausible ’. This was their opinion 
about only a very small part of the work, which I could prepare 
during my leisure hours along with my college duties. But 
for writing down my views on a sufficiently large portion of 
the Brahmasutra, I thought I should work under the guidance 
of one of the above-mentioned scholars. I, therefore, applied 
to the Bombay University for a research grant, which was. 
kindly sanctioned. For a similar encouragement and for leave 
on duty for six months, in 1935-36, I approached the late Sir P. 
D. Pattani, the President of the State Council, Bhavnagar State, 
on whose recommendation the Bhavnagar Darbar generously 
granted my request. Dr. Dasgupta whom I first approached for 



guidance had to sail for Europe. The late Dr. Dhruva 
happened that very term to retire from Pro-Vice-Chancellorship 
of the Benares Hindu University and on my request he asked 
me to immediately go to Ahmedabad, promising to work with 
me two hours a day during my stay with him. The result of 
all this is the present book on the Brahmasutra. 

During these six months of my stay with the late 
Dr. Dhruva we met almost every day and I can say that 
almost every line of the work, which I wrote out every day 
beforehand and which is being published herewith, was 
discussed with him. Those who have studied under him 
know that he had the great commentaries ( bhdsyas ) and 
the sub-commentaries by heart. Thus, not only that he 
remembered the views of Sahkaracarya and Ramanujacarya, 
but he could also immediately point out the interpretation of 
these views given in the Bhdmati, the Ratnaprabhd, etc., etc. 
Not only that he would make me refer to these to assure myself 

I 

of my properly understanding Sahkaracarya’ s hhdsya, but he 
would also ask me to see if the Sutras can be interpreted as 
favourable to the Sankara System independently of the Sdhkara- 
bhdsya. I always remember how he made me read works like 
the Jaiminisutras and their bhdsya by Sahara, even when I 
discussed with him the meaning of the Brahmasutras which 
though explained by Sahkaracarya by quoting or referring to the 
Jaminisutras,etc., cannot but in my opinion refer to the Upanisads. 
The fact that I happened to have discussed with him the major 
portion of this book in its original draft strengthens me in 
my belief that I have rarely misunderstood or misrepresented the 
views, on the Brahmasutra, of this greatest of the Acaryas. 

Apart from this scholarly contact with the late Dr. 
Dhruva, there was another, not less enjoyable, side of my 
experience of him during this short stay with him as his 
neighbour in the Parimal Society, Ahmedabad. It was for me 
something which I had never experienced during my three 



years* studentship when I studied for B, A. and M. A. under 
his guruship ( in 1920-23 ) at Ahmedabad and at Benares. 
Those who have been merely students of the late Dr. 
Dhruva know that there was always a curtain, as it were, 
between them and their teacher. This curtain was, I believe, 
lifted when I stayed with him as his neighbour in Ahmedabad 
and when every day after about two hours’ discussion of my 
subject, he was pleased to tell me or talk to me about his 
views on many other subjects or his experience of many great 
personalities of India, during the time that he prepared to go 
out for a walk. This side of my personal contact with the 
late Dr. Dhruva has left behind an indelible impression 
on my mind; it was unique in the sense that I got from 
the late Dr. Dhruva something at once more lovable and 
elevating than what I had done till then from any body 
else. I always love to remember it and I feel I would be 
ungrateful if I publish this book without a mention of it in 
this preface. 

* 

During recent years I showed this work to Prof. Kanade 
and to Dr. Dasgupta and at their suggestion I prepared 
another book on the same subject. Thus, I have divided the 
work into two Parts. The main work is entitled ‘ A Critique of 
the Brahmasutra ( III. 2. ll-IV ) and the first and the second 
Parts are respectively called ‘ Interpretation of the Sutras ’ 
and ‘ The System of the Sutrakdra The first Part published 
herewith gives an interpretation of every word in every Sutra 
of Bra. Su. III. 2. ll-IV and the second Part which is ready 
for the press contains a summary, in twelve chapters, of the 
conclusions arrived at from the interpretation discussed fully 
in Part I. I am thankful to both these scholars for their kind 
interest in my work and for their useful suggestion to present 
the subject matter into two Parts. I have shown both the 
Parts to Principal R. D. Karmarkar, Poona, and he has also 
approved of the idea of publishing the work in two Parts, 
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I am greatly indebted to Dr. Dasgupta for his learned 
foreword to Part I of this book. He was kind enough to go 
through the typescript of the earliest portions of my work even 
before I made up my mind to write it in its present form. 
When the book was ready, he had a glance at the manuscript of 
the whole of Part I. He has been taking keen interest in my 
research work ever since I read a Paper on the Gaudapada 
Kdrikds in the Lahore Session of the All-India Oriental 
Conference ( 1928 ) under his Presidentship. I have always 
derived inspiration in my studies from his answers to my 
queries whenever I wrote to him. His foreword has immensely 
added to the value of my work. 

Prof. M. Hiriyanna has kindly interested himself in my 
work since I published my thesis for Ph. D. He minutely 
goes through my letters and while he opined that my inferences 
were ‘ reasonable ’ he raised certain questions about the possibility 
of the loss of tradition, etc,, implied in my interpretation offered 
in the present work and has thus made me discover and suggest 
a possible answer. In particular Sutras also ( e. Bra. Su. 
III. 3. 23 ) he convinced me that Sahkarac'rya’s visayavdkya 
was correct. My correspondence with him has greatly profited 
me in the preparation of this book. I am very thankful 
to this revered senior colleague for his closely scrutinizing 
my views, which has always encouraged me in my studies. 

I cannot underrate my debt to the works of Thibaut, 
Deussen, Ghate, Teliwala and others in the same field of 
research. I have been also considerably benefited by the study 
of the learned works, on the Brahmasutras, of Dr. Belvalkar. 

It would be unfair on my part if I do not associate the 
names of two of my students, Messrs N. M. Mehta and J. M. 
Ashar, with the preparation of this book. Occasionally I come 
across students in teaching whom I also learn. They were 
such students. With them I read the book ready for the 
press and on one or two occasions I thought it better to 



revise my interpretation. Mr. Ashar is also responsible for 
preparing the Indices to this volume. I regret to note that Mr. 
N. M. Mehta is no more when this book is published. 

I am greatly indebted to my revered Prof. V. M. Mehtat, 
M. A., LL. B., and to my friends who prefer to remain unnamed, 
for their kindness in reading considerable parts of the MS. 
and making valuable suggestions. 

The printing of the work involved considerable difficulty 
and I acknowledge with thanks the help I received from 
Messrs L. L. Mehta, Hormajshaw F. Coachbuilder, Gulabchand 
L. Shah and J. D. Dhruva. 

I also thank the editors of the Journal of the University 
of Bombay, Indian Culture, Indian Historical Quarterly, Annals 
of the Dhaiuiarkar Oriental Research Institute, Prahuddka 
Bharata, Review of Philosophy and Religion, and the 
Proceedings of All India Oriental Conferences, who have during 
these years published my Papers and have helped me in 
makinsr known to scholars several of the views worked out 
and presented in details in this book. 

Principal T. K. Shahani, M. A., has always taken keen 
interest in my work and has been very kind to me both in 
giving and getting me facilities for the preparation and 
publication of this book. I acknowledge my deep debt of 
gratitude to him here. 

I express my dee[)est obligations to H. H. the Maharaja 
Sir Krishnakumarsinhji ot Bhavnagar who generously sanctioned 
a special grant for the publication of the present work, as 
His Highness did for my earlier publications also. 

The author thankfully acknowledges his indebtedness to 

f It is very painful to me to mention that Trof. V. M. Mehta 
passed away just when the Preface was finally being seen through 
the Press. 
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the University of Bombay for the substantial financial help 
it has granted towards the cost of the publication of this bookf. 

I also thank the trustees of Seth Gordhandas Soonderdas 
Charities, Bombay for the help they have kindly given me for 
bringing out this work. 

It now remains for me to crave the indulgence of 
sympathetic readers for errors of interpretation, exposition 
and expression, and of printing that might have escaped my 
attention. 

I am sorry that owing to the increase in the volume of 
this book when revised, I could not include in it some 
Appendices which were ready and which deal with my inter- 
pretation of Bra. Su, I and II*. 


Parimala, 
Waghawadi Hoad, 
BH.WNAQAR, 
7fch May, lt)43. 


P. M. Modi, 


t I gratefully acknowledge the fact that the Bombay University 
has already sanctioned another substantial grant for Part II of 
this book, which is now in the press. 

• My Paper on the Scheme of Bra. Su. I. 1-3 : A Rapprochement, 
published in the Journal of the University of Bombay ( Vol, IV, 
Part III, 1935 ) deals with my interpretation of Bra. Su. I, 
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FOREWORD 


Years ago, in my Second Volume of the History of Indian 
Philosophy, published in 1932, I said in my review of the Gita 
as follows ; — “ God Himself is sometimes referred to as being 
avyakta ( probably because He cannot be grasped by any of 
our senses ), as an existence superior to the avyakta which is 
described as a part of His nature, and as a category from 
which all things have come into being. This avyakta which is 

identical with God is also called aksara or the Immortal In 

IV. 24-25, where it is said that all sacrifices are to be made 
with the Brahman as the object and the sacrificial materials, 
sacrificial fire etc. are to be looked upon as being Brahman, 
the word “ Brahman ” is in all probability used in the sense of God. 
In Gita V. 6, 10, 19 also the word “ Brahman ” is used in the 
sense of God or Kvara; and in most other cases the word is used 
in the sense of God. But according to the Gita the personal 
God as Isvara is the supreme principle, and Brahman, in the 
sense of a qualityless, undifferentiated, ultimate principle as 
taught in the Upanisads, is a principle which, though great in 
itself and representing the ultimate essence of God, is never- 
theless upheld by the personal God or Isvara. Thus, though 
in Gita VIII. 3 and X. 12 Brahman is referred to as the 
dififerenceless ultimate principle, yet in Gita XIV. 27 it is said 
that God is the support of even this ultimate principle. 
Brahman ” ( pp. 473-474 ). 

Dr. Modi in his dissertation, called Ak^ra, for his Doctorate 
in the University of Kiel, published in 1932, developed a 
similar line of thought and tried to follow up the concept of 
Aksara with avyakta as its synonym, in the Upanisads, in the 
Gita, and also in other literatures. The point that he urges 
is not so much regarding a personal or impersonal Brahman but 
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the Brahman having a form and Brahman as without a form, 
that is, purusamdha and apurusavidha. We find also in 
Yaska the two concepts of the gods being purusavidha and 
apurusavidha. In the present work he tries to show that this 
problem existed also in the time when the Brahmasutra was 
written and some of the Brahmasutras appertain to this problem 
which has been wrongly interpreted by Sankara as that of 
saguna and nirguna Brahman. 

I had the privilege of pointing out both in my History 
and my Indian Idealism that the proper understanding and the 
interpretation of the mental situation that prevailed in the 
Upanisadic days is still an enigma to us. It had offered 
considerable difficulties probably at that time also and that the 
(lita and the Brahmasutras are two distinct attempts on different 
lines to explore it. The study of the Brahmasutras shows that 
many other attempts had preceded it but are now lost to us. 
There is also ample evidence to prove that the Brahmasutras must 
have been explained by many other writers before Sankara. 
Saiikara, the most masterful of all the commentators known 
to us, had so smothered them that apart from certain suggestions, 
very little can be deduced about the views of those commentators 

I 

from Sankara’s own commentary. The commentator’s who 
followed Sankara mostly followed Sankara’s line of interpretation 
and differed only at particular points, where their own views 
were affected. Thus, a study of the commentaries of the great 
Acaryas, Bamanuja, Madhva, Vallabha and Nimbarka, does 
not throw much light on the real meaning and purport of the 
Sutras. It is also to be regretted that so far practically nothing 
has been done with regard to a critical study of the Brahma- 
sutras. Dr. Modi has done an inestimable service in attempting 
a critical study of at least a part of the Brahmasutras. By a 
careful study of the Brahmasutras he has practically succeeded 
in evolving a scheme, a sort of critical apparatus, which may 
be successfully applied to the Brahmasutras, to make them 
yield their own meaning. It is, no doubt, true that without 
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Sankara’s commentary it might have been impossible for him 
to evolve that scheme but taking Sankara’s commentary into 
our consideration and applying Dr. Modi’s scheme, it is easy 
to see how in many places Sankara has, really, consciously or 
unconsciously, twisted the meaning of the Brahmasutras to his 
own advantage. 

Let us take for example Sutra III. 2. 11 * n« sthdnato’pi 
parasyMuiyalingum sarvatra hi Sankara in interpreting 
this Sutra says that this Adhikarana is devoted to the 
interpretation of the nature of Brahman where the conditioned 
individual passes with the release of the conditions, on the 
ground of the Upanisadic texts. There are two types of texts, 
those attributing to Brahman qualities as sarvakarmd etc. (Cha. 
Upa. III. 14. 2 ) and those which declare it to be qualityless 
such as asthulam ( Br. Upa. III. 8. 8 ). Sankara says that 
the opponent holds that since we have to be faithful to the 
Upani^ds, Brahman must be qualified and unqualified. But 
this will be contradictory. The word sthdnatuh might mean as 
conditioned by earth etc, ; but that is also impossible. For, the 
association of conditions cannot change the nature of a thing. 
A crystal by the mere shadow of a red object cannot lose its 
transparency. So, in whatever character Brahman may be 
described, it must be regarded as being nothing else than 
qualityless, nirvikalpa Brahman. 

Dr. Modi takes the word ‘ sthdna ’ to mean the three 
states, awaking, dream and dreamless. Dr. Modi here urges 
that the use of the word api suggests the opponent’s view 
and the Upanisads teach two types of Brahman ( 1 ) one 
endowed with form; ( rupavat ) and ( 2 ) the other formless 
t arupavat ). He also holds that the word ubhayalihgam means 
two types of Brahman arupavat and rupavat and not saguna 
and nirguna. According to him, therefore, the Sutrakara finds 
no conflict between the texts sat'vakarmd etc. and asthulam 
etc.; for the two texts refer to two types of Brahman rupavat 
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and arupcLvat. The sentence sthdnatah pavcisyct uhha/yalingcitn 
means that according to the relation of different states Brahman 
is rupctvat and OTupavut, In the susupti we have the arupoivat 
and in the avapna and jdgrcda we have the rupavat. In the 
fourth state or the turtya Brahman is neither rupavat nor 
arupavat. According to Dr. Modi, the Sutrakara denies the view 
that Brahman is rupavat and arupavat according to the states 
of waking and dream and dreamless sleep in which it appears. 
But the Sutrakara says that Brahman is ubhayalmgam i. e. 
rupavat and arupavat, in all the three states. 

According to Sankara the discussion is about savisesa and 
nirvisesa Brahman and the reply is that Brahman is nirvisesa 
everywhere i. e. in all the Srutis. Saiikara thinks that the 
expression uhhayalihgasrutyanugrahdt ubhayalingam eva is the 
opponent’s view, whereas Dr. Modi takes it to be the conclusion 
( siddhanta ) of the Sutrakara. 

According to Dr. Modi’s interpretation the Sutra runs as 
follows : — parasya ubhayalingam na sthdnatah api sarvatra hi 
i. e. the characteristic description of Brahman as rupavat and 
arupavat is not in accordance with the mental states of the 
Para but everywhere i. e. ( the description applies to the Para ) 
in all the states. 

According to Sarikara the Sutra runs as follows : — na 
sthdnatopi parasya ubhayalingam sarvatra hi. Here the Sutra 
cannot be interpreted without assuming the words “ Brahma 
nirvikalpam ”. He thus interprets the Sutra by adding two 
words after the Sutra from his own mind The Sutra would 
then mean “ Brahman cannot have two kinds of characteristics 
savisesa and nirvisesa according to the limiting states ( the 
earth etc, sthdna ). But in all Upanisadic texts ( sarvatra ) it 
is regarded as nirvisesa or nirvikalpa only”. 

We, thus, see that Dr. Modi’s interpretation is more faithful 
to the Sutra. Many questions, howevpr, can be raised here as 
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to whether Dr. Modi’s interpretation is justifiable according to 
the context or not. To this. Dr. Modi gives in most cases 
very convincing proofs in support of his interpretation ( Vide 
his interpretation of Bra. Su. III. 3. 14 for his arguments in 
the case of the illustration cited above ). The value of these, 
however, can only be adjudged when a scholar carefully 
compares Dr. Modi’s interpretation as it appears in the book 
with Sankara’s interpretation and tries to come to an impartial 
and balanced judgement. 

It must be said that Dr. Modi has learnt from Germany 
how to weld the critical apparatus to one’s best advantage. 
He appears at the same time to be sympathetic and fair to 
Sankara and does not seem to read his own philosophical creed 
into the Brahmasutra. 

He proceeds by re— arranging the text of the Sutras and 
sometimes also the Sutras of an Adhikarana into an order, 
which seems to yield a better meaning with the least assump- 
tion of other words. Sankara’s main defect seems to be the 
introduction of new words for his own advantage. Dr. Modi, 
however, follows the context alone as his guide and has strenu- 
ously abstained from the introduction of any word or idea not 
guaranteed by the context. He has, however, in certain places 
suggested new readings and tried to support them often quite 
successfully on critical, philological and contextual grounds. 

The results of Dr. Modi’s investigations may be classified 
in a twofold manner : — ( 1 ) doctrinal and ( 2 ) interpretational. 
He holds that the Stitrakara describes the two aspects of 
Brahman as purumvidha and apurusavidha or rupavat and 
arupavat and believes that they are on an equal status. The 
purusavidha and the apurusavidha are both aspects of the 
Karana Brahman. The Sutrakara further discusses the three, out 
of the six categories of Yaska, parindma^ vrddhi and hrdsa 
of Brahman. The change of Brahman is such that the effect 
or krti is identical with Brahman and increment and decrement 
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of Brahman are due to his own relative self-eoncealment. He 
speaks of three kinds of meditations viz. ( 1 ) the meditation 
on the limits of the purusa or the parts of Brahman as in 
sodasakalavidya and ( 2 ) the meditation on Brahman without 
thinking of his limits ( i. e. contrary to vaisvdnara dlman and 
sodasahxldvidyd ). These two meditations lead to Moksa. The 
third type ( 3 ) is kdmya. Dr. Modi further discovers several 
^irauta and smarta Vedanta Schools which were the opponents 
of the writer of the Brahmasutras. He also discovers that 
the Sutrakara discusses the meditation on the Pranava as 
a symbol of Brahman. 

1 would not guarantee the exactitude of these results 
but [would only say that they are quite plausible and 
thought-provoking. 

Dr. Modi holds that Bra. Su. III. 3 deals with the method 
of meditation on Brahman and not with the gutwpasamhdra 
nor with the reconciliation of the different vidyas and vijndnas. 

The moat important feature of Dr. Modi’s work is indeed 
the application of a critical method of study to the Sutras. 
In this respect he has, undoubtedly, proceeded much further 
than previous interpreters of the Brahmasutras, like Thibaut or 
Ghate. The Brahmasutras do not offer the same readings 
always in the works of the different Acaryas. But Dr. Modi, 
though he has generally accepted the readings as they are 
found in Sankara’s hhdsya, has yet suggested modifications in 
accordance with the critical necessity of the context. He has 
also in many places differed from , Sankara as regards the 
allusions to the different Upanisadic texts, on which the 
meaning of the Sutras depends. On many occasions he has 
successfully contested the claims of a Sutra for being treated as 
a AetM-Sutra and decided in favour of its being a pratijndSutT& 
and ‘vice versa, and in doing this he either regrouped the 
Sutras of a particular Adhikarana or ingeniously interpreted 
the particles hi, tu, ca, etc. and sometimes suggested different 
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readings in the Sutras. But he has seldom introduced new 
words for the interpretation of a Sutra as Sankara so often 
does. Following the same line of enquiry he has also sug- 
gested exact visayavakyas of several Sutras. 

Though we may not always agree with all that Dr, Modi 
has said, yet he seems to have proved to our satisfaction that at 
least in many places Sankara’s interpretation is either doubtful 
or unacceptable. Sankara seems to have been often interested 
in reading his own philosophy in the Sutras and loyalty to 
the Sutras does not seem to be his strong point. 

Dr. Modi further holds that for his doctrine of a two- 
fold Brahman Badariiyana is probably indebted to Yaska’s 
conception of the purusavidhot, and the apurusavidha aspects 
of the Vedic deities or to other previous Vedanta writers who 
had already adopted a view about Brahman consistent with 
Yaska’s conception of deities. That the idea of a personal 
Brahman and an impersonal one should have revealed itself 
clearly at some early stage of the development of Indian 
thought seems to be a very rational hypothesis. 

By his careful and painstaking and thought-provoking 
researches Dr. Modi has done a great service to those who 
are engaged in tracing the development of Indian thought 
from the earliest times. It is precisely this period between 
the Brahmanus and the Brahmasutras the full history of which 
is now practically lost, that would require the most diligent 
application of critical study by which we may be able to weave 
a fairly correct picture of this obscure period. That Dr. Modi, 
instead of working in a stereotyped manner, in the beaten 
track, has showed his originality of approach to new types of 
thought that flourished before the Brahmasutras and has thus 
given us a new picture of the Brahmasutras is indeed a matter 
of great satisfaction. 

But the book has been so elaborate that, I fear, he 
would have but few readers, who would have the patience to 
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follow him carefully. He has not also applied his critical 
apparatus to the whole of the Brahmasutras but only to specific 
parts of it which he has selected for this purpose. 

I recommend this elaborate piece of research particularly 
to those who are interested in a critical appraisal of the 
meaning and significance of the Brahmasutras as they stand, 
unaffected by the opinions of any of the Acaryas. Dr. Modi, 
is, thus, to be complimented upon for contributing something 
substantial and original towards our unravelling one of the 
most obscure parts of the history of the Indian thought. 


Sanskrit College, 
Calcutta, 

18th September, 1941. 


S. N, Dasgupta. 



INTRODUCTION. 


a fresh interpretation of the Brahmasutra 
(III. 2. 11-IV ) is offered to the student of this so-called third 
Prasthana and to the student of the Indian Philosophy. 

The reader must ever keep in mind the tentativeness 
of the interpretation proposed hero. This is bound to be the 
characteristic of any modern interpretation of any text of the 
Scripture ( Sruti ). The author of the present work confesses 
that though the general and most important part of his 
interpretation of Bra. Su. III. 3 offered here is identical with 
the same offered in his doctorate thesis^, some important 
points of details of the same are quite fresh here. It was 
discovered in the course of his fresh study that the 
exact meaning of some Sutras of Bra. Su. III. 3 was different 
from that proposed in his thesis. Similarly, while preparing 
the present work he had from time to time to make changes 
not only in the interpretation but also in the grouping 
of the Sutras into Adhikaranas, when having once arrived at 
a decision about the same he discovered on a subsequent 
occasion that a new construction of a Sutra or Sutras in 
question was the proper one. It may be that on a further 
inquiry some fresh points may arise, the solution of which 
may necessitate changes even in the portion of the Brahma- 
sutra treated here. Let us, therefore, keep an open mind®, 
while we study further. 

1. Akeara ; A forgotten chapter in the History of Indian Philo- 
sophy, Baroda, 1932. 

2. It will be found that in the case of certain Sutras the present 
author has found no satisfactory interpretation till now and that he has 
admitted his inability to come to a conclusion in such cases. More- 
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The reader must bear in mind here that it is only an 
accident that I begin the work with Bra. Su. III. 2. 11. It 
must be made clear that I do not regard the portion of Bra. 
Su. I-JII. 10 as an interpolation or a later addition. In fact, 
I have discovered a very close connection between Bra. Su. I. 
1-3 and Bra, Su. III. 3. 11, 37-39. I have found no reason 
to doubt the genuineness^ of the remaining portion ( Bra. 
Su. I. 4, II, III. 1 and 2. I-IO ), 

As is very well known Bra. Su III. 2. 11 begins a 
crucial Adhikarana, as it and the subsequent Sutras contain 
what is called ‘ the discussion of Brahman * [tatpaddrthavivecana). 
While writing my doctorate thesis ( in 1930 ) I happened to 
study particularly those Sutras and prepared a small work on 
them, only a part of which was used for my thesis. Later 
on, I continued my study iipto the end of the Brahmasutra. 
This is why the present work begins from Bra. Su. III. 2, 11 
and ends with Bra. Sil. IV. 4. 

I consulted some of my own professors as well as some 
others of established repute as to whether I should publish the 
portion of the interpretation of the Brahmasutra, which I had 
prepared. Though some of them insisted that I should first 
write down my interpretation of the whole work, a majority 
of them approved of my idea to publish as much as was ready. 

over, in spite ol the great emphasis he has laid on cerlain tenets of 
the Sutras which he thinks arc as good as finally settled, he would 
be ready to consider any new interpietalion coming from any source, 
because it is, though not impossible, very difficult to think of an 

in ter x)r elation of Sutras as ultimate owing to the very aphoristic style 
of the Sutras. 

3. In an article in the Indian Historical Quarterly ( 1936 ) 
I have shown that Bra. Su. II. 1 ( Samrbipada ) is very closely related 
to Bra. Su. I. 4. These ra<las ( Bra, Su. I. 4 and II. 1 ) deal with the 
Opposition of what should be called the Smarta Vedanta and nob with 
the Safnkhaya. The Sutrakara's treatment of the Smarta Vedanta 
however, applies to the Sarakhya also and this is the implied sense 
of ca in Bra. Su. II 2. 1. 



I have, now, got with me most of Bra, So. I. l-III, 2. 10 
interpreted according to the method I have suggested in the 
present volume, I do not personally find that any Sutra out 
of Bra. Su. III. ;5. II-IV will have to be interpreted differently 
than in the way done here, in view of Bra. Su. I. 1-3. 
Sutras III. 3. 11, 37-39 give an indication to the interpretation 
of Bra. Su. I. 1-3. However, it is mainly due to the line 
of study I have followed that I publish the portion which 
I worked out and await another opportunity to publish other 
instalments of the interpretation of this great Prasthana. 
The task of interpreting the whole of the Brahmasutra at 
a single stretch is too big for a single person and perhaps 
there will be enough to be learnt from the criticism that 
the present work may stimulate. 

An important matter for which I have to apologise to the 
reader, is that from among the commentaries 1 have selected only 
Sankaracarya’s commentary for particular study so far as the 
present work is concerned. I sincerely hope that no serious 
student will charge me with having an intention of insulting this 
great Acarya or of finding fault with his Bhdsya. Nor do I 
underrate the wortli of the commentaries of other Acaryas or 
refuse to receive any help they may give in interpreting this 
most difficult of the three or four Prasthanas. Here again, 
what has happened is that I have taken Saiikaracarya, with 
whose commentary I happen to be more familiar, as a type of 
the traditional interpreters, so far as the method of traditional 
interpretation is concerned. While examining Sankaracarya's 
method of interpretation I have had innumerable occasions to 
criticise his Bhdsya^ but 1 thereby do not intend to offend him or 
his followers. All the same I beg to be pardoned if anybody 
feels offended with my criticism of Sahkaracarya’s Bhdsya^, 

4. Any attempt at a more precise characterisation of the views 
of the Sutras is bound to contain many rocks of otfeiice and sources of 
the spiritual disturbances'' — Sir S. Radhakrishnan, ' Indian Philosophy 
Vol, II., P. 444. I hope, I do not become a source of such a disturbance. 
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My only justification for presenting this yolume to the 
student of the Brahmasutra lies in the method that I hare 
adopted in its interpretation. The method is the modern 
method described as historico-critical— cura-philological method, 
which I personally believe to be the most reliable method and 
the greatest gift that India has received from the study of our 
Scriptures by western scholars. I believe, neither Deussen, 
nor Thibaut, nor Teliwala nor even Ghate who alone discusses 
the question of correct method of interpretation, has applied 
this method in its proper perspective to the Brahmasutra, 
No doubt I have received valuable help from their works. Here 
I may state that I have made an effort to carry further the 
inquiry undertaken by these pioneers into the original sense 
of the Brahmasutra, and I must leave it to those who are 
qualified to judge how far I have succeeded in it. I shall be 
satisfied if it is felt by the learned that the application of the 
modern method as is generally understood, and to the extent 
it was possible for me to follow, is a justification for writing 
a work like this®. 

In one chapter of Part II, I have examined the traditional 
method of interpretation as illustrated by Sahkaracarya and in 
another chapter I have shown what the modern critical method 
should be. Here I may mention one very important feature 
of this method. The Acaryas start with the belief that all 
the Prasthanas teach the same doctrine. They try to discover 
this one doctrine in the Prasthanas and write commentaries 
on them with that in mind, oankaracarya seems to have got 

5. V'ide the Introiluction to ' Studies in Vedantiem ' byK. C. Bhat- 
tacharya, Calcutta, 1909. lie rightly complaine against those scholars 
who dispose of important problems, e. g,, those of “Indian pessimism 
and fatalism by a sapient reference to the climatic and political 
condition of the country But his attack on Thibaut seems to me 
to be unjustifiable. 

Vide also my Introduction to Chap. I of Vol. II “The System 
of the Brahmasutra 
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his doctrine originally from Buddhism, Qaudapada, and some 
portion of the Bfhadaranyaka Upani^d, and then interpreted 
<M the Frasthanas in the light of that doctrine. Raman ujaoarya, 
according to the tradition, got a glimpse of his doctrine 
partly at least from the works of the Tamil Saints ( Alwars ) 
and Tamil Acaryas and then discovered the same in the 
Frasthanas with the help of the commentary of the Vyttikara 
which he found in Kashmir. By an interpretation of the inspired 
works which the people at different times considered to be 
the canon of religion, each Acarya achieved a wonderful success 
in infusing a new life and spirit into the religion and philosophy 
of his age, suitable not only to the religious necessity of his 
followers, but also to the political, social and above all the 
intellectual environments of his time. The Acarya was not 
merely a critical interpreter ; he was the religious guide too of 

his age ; and he did his duty and achieved his goal thus. 

Unlike those Acaryas, the modern student does not start with 
the ulea of a doctrinal uniformity of all the Frasthanas^ though 
he does believe that underlying all the Frasthanas ( allotted 
to different periods ) there is a historical unity in the gradual 
development of thought.'* It -is evident that he is no 

Mathadhipati, ‘ the Lord of a Sect nor does he aspire to be 
one though he should try to bring home to his own people 
the truth that he discovers, by presenting it in simple, 

non-technical language. Such a modern student should, in 
my opinion, attempt to discover the original sense of the 
Brahmasutra by proceeding in two different ways. The first 
way is that after a preliminary study of the commentaries on 
all the Frasthanas, which would enable him to understand the 

6. Vide K. C. Bhattacarya's Introduction to hie Studies in 
Vedantism, Pf. VI-VIII for the distinction between the role of the 
philosophic systematise!’ and the critical or historical scholar. I fully 
agree with his idea of the latitude allowed to philosophic systematisation. 
However one may differ from the Acaryas, he can never charge him 
with " intellectual dishonesty ”. 



traditional view’, he should start with an intensive study of 
the Brahiuasutra text itself and refer to the Upanisads and the 
Gita again and again to see whether the result of such an 
intensive study of the Brahmasutra agrees with the doctrines 
of these Prasthaiias. The second way is that having equipped 
himself with the study of the commentaries he should classify the 
Srutis of the ( twelve ) Up.anisads under the four heads 
corresponding to the four Adhyayas of the Brahmasutra, viz., 
the Samanvaya, Avirodha, Sadhana and Phala Adhyayas, and 
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then see how these Srutis come into discussion under the 
various Sutras of each Adhyaya and try to find out how the 
SMrakara interprets the corresponding Sruti, in the respective 
Adhyaya ( and also Pada, so far as possible ). I have tried 
to study the Brahmasutra according to the first way only. It 
still remains to examine this Prasthana by the second method. 
Such an examination is bound to furnish us with invaluable 
evidence for the interpretation of the Sutras^. 

Owing to the incompleteness of the work in the above 
and in many other respects, it has been utterly impossible to 
discuss in this book such questions as which of the Acaryas 
represents even approximately correctly the view of the 
Sutrakara Without knowing definitely the view of the 

7. This point has been amply emphasised by K. C. Bhatfcacarya in 
his ' Studies in Vedautism ", Introductinii, P. V. He says; The Philo- 
sophical study should come fiisb in the order of time; the historical 
study of an ancient system of philosophy, to be of any use at all, 
must be preceded by an earnest study of the philosophy, in the 
expositions traditionally accepted as authoritative/^ Such a sympathetic 
study means the study of the commentaries of the Acaryas. 

8. This second test wilt yield important results about such 
questions as the following : — ( 1 ) Whether by darsayatah and darhayanti 
the Sutrakara refers respectively to two and to several Srutis only 
or to two and move Srutis and Smrtis also; (2) whether by eke he 
means o^nly om Sakha of one Veda or several Sakhas of the different 
Vedas, etc,, etc. 



Sutrakara himself, how could we compare those of the Aoaryas 
with the same ? '' The fact that several scholars have attempted 
to answer this question and have actually given various mutually 
contradictory answers shows that their very starting point is 
defective. The doctrine of the Stitrakara cannot be derived 
from an examination of some scattered remarks in the Sutras 
or from a few technical words in the Sutras. The comparison 
of the Sutrakara’s view with the doctrine of Sahkaracarya 
which I have given in Chapter 8 of Part II is thus only 
tentative and should be received with caution. 

I may now introduce the book to the reader. As is 
natural, I have divided the book into two Parts. The 6rst 
Part contains an interpretation of Bra. Su. III. 2. 11-IV. The 
second Part gives in twelve chapters an account of the System 
of the Sutrakaia derived from this interpretation, and also gives 
some suggestions for the correction of the text and some rules 
for its correct interpretation. 

In Part J, I have regrouped the Sutras into Adhikaranas 
and after giving my own translation of the Sutras of each 
Adhikarana I have given Notes. These Notes form the most 
important portion of the entire book. It is in these Notes 
that I give my reasons for not accepting Sahkaracarya’s 
grouping of the Sutras into Adhikaranas, for adopting a fresh 
one, for at times changing the reading in a Sutra or Sutras, 
for giving a certain sense to each word in a Sutra, for rejecting 
Sahkaracarya’s visayavdkya and at times suggesting that 
there should be no visayavdkya or should be a new visayavdkya, 
for almost all things that a reader would like to know about 
the interpretation of the Sutras given at the beginning 
of the Adhikarana. It is, again, in these Notes that I give fvil 
details of my explanation of certain Srutis, which I believe 
is in harmony with that of the Sutrakara, of the loss of 
tradition as regards Bra. Su. III. 3, of what I believe to be 
the origin of the Sutrakara’s conception of Brahman, etc., etc. 



It is by dropping some of these arguments and these 
details that I have prepared the account in the twelve 
chapters of Part II. The first chapter of Part II in which I 
have summarised the Sutrakara’s conception of Brahman and 
his method of meditation on Brahman, is based on my inter- 
pretation of Brahmasutra III. 2 and III. 3, i. e., the first two 
chapters of Part I. Sutras III. 2. 11-41 discuss the Sutrakara’s 
conception of Brahman and it is in Bra. Su. III. 3 that the 
Sutrakara gives all pieces of information about the various 
meditations on Brahman which he collects from the various 
Upanisads. But for the sake of convenience I have not strictly 
observed the distinction and division between the two Padas 
made by the author of the Sutras. Chapter 2 discusses the 
comparative position of action and knowledge ( karma and jnana ) 
in the attainment of Mok^, and the varieties of actions which 
a seeker ( mumuksu ) may do as a help to knowledge directly 
or mediately; and thus it corresponds to Bra. Su. III. 4, i. e., 
Chapter 3 of Part I. Chapters 3-6 of Part II are summaries 
of the conclusions established in Chapters 4-7 of Part I, 
which deal with the interpretation of Bra. Sti. IV. 1-4. 

From the visayavakyas of certain Sutras which I claim to 
have discovered, it appears that the Sutrakara understood certain 
Srutis of the chief Upanisads differently than Sahkaraoarya, 
and this difference I have stated in Chapter 7 of Part II, after 
collecting the scattered remarks of the Sutrakara about the 
same from all the chapters of Part I. Chapter 8 presents a 
tentative comparison between the views of the Sutrakara and 
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those of Sarikaracarya. 

In Chapter 9 of Part II I have explained how Bra. Su. 
III. 3 is in my opinion the most important part of the Brahma- 
sutra, as it contains certain critical Sutras holding the key to 
Bra. Su. I. 1-3. 

Chapters 10 and 11 of Part II discuss the method of 
interpretation of the Brahmasutra. In Chapter 10 I have examined 



the traditional method as presented in dahkaracarya’s Bhd^a, 
and pointed out how it is defective. I have also admitted that 
though some instances of defects given by me may be shown 
to be no defects at all, the general conclusion that the defects 
of the traditional method are to be classified under the 
particular heads stands. I may here add that the repeated 
reference to the same passage under different classes of 
defects was nacessary for me to illustrate what I think to 
be a mistaken way of interpretation. There is no intention, 
as there can be none, of disrespecting the Acarya or his 
followers. In Chapter 1 1, I have made some practical sugges- 
tions which may be taken as rules for attempting an 
approximately correct interpretation of the Brahmasutra, and 
which I have put into practice in Part I. 

In Chapter 12, I have made an effort to reconstruct the 
readings of the Sutras, and to regroup the Sutras into 
Adhikaranas so far as Bra. Su. III. 2. 11-lV is concerned. 
This reconstruction of the text is the most important part of 
the textual criticism, because without fixing the text no correct 
interpretation of the same is possible. 

I may now briefly state the more important results which 
I have discovered for the first time in the course of my 
inquiry into the interpretation of the Brahmasutra, and about 
which I feel I have achieved very great degree of certainty. 
These results are in five different directions : — ( 1 ) The links 
in the Sutrakara’s System, ( 2 ) The importance of Bra. Su. 
III. 3, ( 3 ) The reconstruction of the text of the Brahmasutra, 
( 4 ) The method of interpretation to be applied to the Brahma- 
Sutra, and ( 5 ) the Sutrakara’s interpretation of certain Srutis. 

1. The Links in the Sutrakara’a System — ( a ) I have 
finally settled that the Sutrakara believes in two aspects of 
Brahman, the purusavidha ( the sakdra ) or the super -personal, 
and the a-purusmidha ( the nirdkara ) or the impersonal, not 
the sagutyx and nirguna as in Sankara’s System. Both these 
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have attributes and are of equal status, as regards the attainment 
of Mok^. The Sutrakara refutes the views that the purusa- 
vidha is only a mental projection on the apurusavidlia ( the 
impersonal aspect, which is then the only aspect ), and that 
the purusavidha is a concession to those who cannot under- 
stand the formless one, and also that the purusavidha is higher 
than the apurusavidka. (b) The Sutrakara also discusses the 
pariMtna, vrddhi and hrdsa of Brahman, the three out of the 
six states of an entity ( bhdva ) mentioned by Yaska. The 
pariridma of Brahman is such that the created world is also 
Brahman and consequently the vrddhi and hrdsa of Brahman 
are due to the less or more self-concealment of Brahman in 
what are its effects or parindmas. I have suggested that 
the Sutrakara adopts, or follows a Vedanta School which had 
already adopted a view about Brahman similar to Yaska’s 
view about the two aspects of the deities of the Rgveda, which 
are both purusavidha and also apurusavidha. (c) One very 
important fact about the Siitrakara’s discussion in favoiir of his 
System is that ho refutes not only Samkhya Purvapaksas but also 
several other Purvapaksas which can be classified under several 
Srauta and Smdrta Vedanta Schools. In Bra, Sii. III. 3, the 
Sutrakara refutes a Vedanta view that beyond the Unmanifest 
Brahman there is a Principle called Purusa; another Vedanta 
view that it is only the Unmanifest Brahman which is meta- 
phorically to be thought of as Purusa; and a third Vedanta 
doctrine that the same principle is both the impersonal Unmanifest 
( Brahman ) and also the Puru^ at the same time. These 
Purvapaksas of the Sotrakara throw a great deal of light on 
the Sfitrakara’s interpretation of the Katha and other Upanisads 
and the Bhagavadgita. Besides these, there are several other 
very important Ptirvapaksas, one of which, for example, is 
that the meditation on the Purusa is taught in the Sruti 
because it is easy to be performed by the individual soul who 
is encased in a body. 

Among the Sutrakara’s doctrines of minor importance 



discovered in this book I may briefly state the following:- 
( 1 ) The Prajapatiloka is an aspect ( the personal aspect ) of 
the Kdrana or Mukhya Brahman ; it is not a Kdrya of Brahman. 
The Sfltrakara refutes the lokdpatti dosa on the Prajapatiloka. 
( 2 ) The Sutrakara speaks of three kinds of meditations on 
Brahman, (a) Brahman thought of as not consisting of parts 
or limbs, (b) Brahman thought of as consisting of parts or 
limbs, e. g,. Brahman conceived as Puru^ or Vaifivanara. 
Both these meditations lead to Moksa. (c) Brahman thought 
of as the ndma, etc. The meditations of this third class are 
Kdmya or voluntary meditations on Brahman intended to 
achieve some aim of the meditator. ( 3 ) .Not a few Sutras 
discuss the meditation on Brahman as symbolised in the 
Prana va, though none of the Acaryas says that this meditation 
is discussed in the Brahmasutra. ( 4 ) The Sutrakara explains 
Brahman and its meditations on the same lin^s as Jaimini 
explains Dharma and its performance. He. says' that because the 
line of explanation of the meditation on Brahman and of the 
performance of sacrifice is of the same nature, we have the 
ehavdhyatd — unanimity — of the two Kandas of the Veda. (5) The 
knowledge of Brahman is anustheya and is laid down by a Vidhi, 
the result of which knowledge is an Apurva, though unlike the 
performance of the Jyotistoma which guarantees the heaven in 
the very next birth, the practice of the means ( knowledge and 
actions) of Moksa cannot guarantee Moksa in the very next birth, 
( 6 ) Regarding the actions which directly help the knowledge 
of Brahman in achieving Moksa, the householder-murn'M^M 
has more duties to perform than mumuk^s belonging to other 
orders of life — a view given by Sankara as a Purvapak^ in his 
commentary on the Bhagavadgita. ( 7 )Tn the time of adversity 
( ». e., danger of losing life ) an ascetic seeker may perform official 
( priestly ) duties both , of a primary and a secondary nature like 
those performed by U^sti Cakrayana.:(8) The Sutrakara also 
allDws a.mttmu/bsu to perform his worldy duties in addition to those 
duties which directly help' knowledge in achieving Moksa, in order 
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that ‘ whatever he has begun be not obstructed { 9 ) Several 
religious good deeds including even those which the Sruti calls 
kaniya karmans are to be performed by a mumuksu even after the 
attainment of the knowledge of Brahman till the fall of the 
body of the sage, because they help the knowledge directly in 
achieving Mok^, if they are performed by a sage with the idea 
of using them as a help to the knowledge. ( 10 ) The knowledge 
( of Brahman ) and actions co-operate with each other in the 
achievement of Moksa, though, of course, the former is the 
principal of the two. ( 11 ) The devaydna is the Path of the 
Progressive Advance towards Mok^ ( not the Path of the 
Svarga ). The sampatti ( ‘ union of the senses into the mind, 
that of that mind into the breath, that of that breath into the 
Light, and that of that Light into the Supreme Deity ’ ) takes 
place in the case of a seeker advancing on the Path. And 
that tampalti plus utkrdnti ( departure of these from the body ) 
are necessary before a knower of Brahman attains his goal 
( non-separation with Brahman ). (12) The Sutrakara does not 
want to add Devaloka, Indraloka, and Prajapatiloka to the list 
of worlds in the Chandogya Upanisad. ( 13 ) The discussion 
of $a endn Brahma gamayati ( Cha. Upa. IV 15. 5 ) should 
proceed on the consideration of the conductor’s ability or inability 
to go to Brahman himself, or on the consideration ‘ How far can 
the conductor himself go ’, and not on the question ‘ whether 
going to Brahman is logically possible or not ’. ( 14 ) The 

meditators on the Pranava as the Symbol of Brahman are 
conducted by the Samans ( not by a Vaidyuta Ativahika ) to 
Brahman ( neu. ) according to the Prasna Upanisad ( 15 ) The 
form of the liberated soul is free from the dealings of the 
world ( jagadvydpdravarjam ), it is not subject to any change 
( vikdrdva/rti ), and it is a permanent form ( tathd hi sthitim aha ). 
( 16 ) One important fact, which I have discovered is that 
the Sutrakara takes as authority for ( the knowledge of) 
Brahman only the Vedantas, ». e., the Upanisads, and not the 
Samhita, the Brahmana, the Aranyaka and the Khila ( e. g.^ 
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the Khilas of the Saiuaveda Ranayaniya ^akha ). Re 
does not consider the attributes of Brahman mentioned in 
these non-Upanisadic Srutis as worthy of discussion in his 
Brahmasutra, though the attributes like sambhrti and dyuvyapti 
( mentioned in the Ranayaniya Khila of the Samaveda) are 
really the attributes of Brahman. 

2. The Importance of Brahmasutra 111. 3: — A 

fact of supreme importance discovered during my study of 
Bra. Su. III. 2. 11-lV is that the most important portion 
of the entire Brahmasutra is Pada 3 of Adhyaya III. This 
Pada reveals the Sutrakara’s scheme of the division into three 
Padas, viz., Bra. Su, I. 1, 2 and 3, of the Srutis chosen by 
him for discussion in those Padas. The principle underlying 
this division is discovered in three crucial Sutras of Bra. Su. 
III. 3, viz., Bra. Su. III. 3. 11, 38-39. From these Sutras, we 
learn that (i) in Bra. Su. I. 1 the Sutrakara discusses those 
Vedanta Srutis which describe the formless ( arupavat ) aspect 
of Brahman and which the Sutrakara would also interpret as 
such, (ii) that in Bra. Su. I. 2 he discusses such Vedantas as 
profess to describe the formless aspect, but as apply such 
attributes to it as would be properly applicable to the aspect 
with the ( human ) form called the Purusa, and which, therefore, 
the Sutrakara interprets ( in Bra. Su. I. 2 ) as dealing with 
the Purusa aspect, and (iii) that Bra. Su. I. 3 is devoted to 
the construction of those Vedanta Srutis which profess to 
describe the Purusa aspect and which the Sutrakara also 
proposes to interpret ( in Bra. Sh. I. 3 ) as dealing with 
the same aspect. I have given my reasons why I believe 
that the above scheme of the division of the Srutis into three 
groups, each of which finds a place in one independent Pada, 
is revealed in certain Sutras of Bra. Su, III 3. I have 
also discussed the views of the Acaryas on the basis of the 
division of the Srutis into these three Padas. Besides the 
revelation of this scheme, there is another stand-point which 



makes Bra, Su. Ill, 3 the most important part of the entire work. 
As interpreted by me the Sutras of Bra. Su. III. 3 proceed from 
Adhikarana to Adhikarana to present in a regular series the 
information about the various items of primary concern to the 
meditation on the two aspects of Brahman, the puruaavidha and 
the apurusavidha, of the Sutrakara’a System. Such a series 
of Sutras is not to be found in any other Pada of the Brahma- 
sutra. I have shown the importance of this Pada by comparing 
the aims of the Adhikaratias one by one as interpreted by me, 
with the aims of the same as outlined in the bhdsyas of Sankara 
and Ramanuja. I think, the sequence of links of thoughts 
I have discovered is remarkably regular and, therefore, ol 
great importance for the study of the work itself. It seems 
that the Acaryas, even Sarikaracarya, had no unbroken tradition 
regarding the interpretation of the Sutras in Bra. Su, III. 8 
I am at present unable to account for the loss of tradition 
but the fact that the tradition was lost is revealed by m 3 
discovery of the meaning of each of its Sutras. It is this 
Pada ( Bra, Su. Ill, 3 ) in the interpretation of whici 
Saiikaraoarya himself seems to realize that he is not quite 
sure about what he writes, as shown by me through his own 
statements in his bhdsya on this Pada. I have collected 
fourteen such statements to which I have proposed to add 
nineteen others from his bhdsya. Also this Pada contains six 
tad uUam Sutras in the interpretation of which the Acaryas 
«eem to have erred. Not only was the tradition about the 
interpretation of this Pada lost long before Sahkaracarya, but, 
as I have discovered, the very text of this Pada had under- 
gone mutilation even before him ( vide infra). There are othei 
portions of the Brahmasutra which are also important, e. g., 
Bra. Su. III. 2 . 11-41 and II. 1 . The former contains the 
tatpaddrthaviwcana. The latter is called ‘ Smrti Pada ’ which 
in my opinion uses the word ‘ smrti ' not in the sense of 
Samkhya but in that of the Gita and which, as I understand 
it, gives the Sutrakara’s views on the various doctrines of the 



GSta which are not in harmony with those of the Upanisads 
honoured by the Sutrakara' himself. But the importance of 
this Smrti Pada is partly at least due to the place which the 
Gita holds for us as a religious book. Tha Gita, perhaps 
had not so much importance for the Sutrakara who seems to 
us to be ready to give up the Suifti which contradicted the 
Sruti according to the rule laid down by Jaimini. In short, 
the value of Bra. Su. III. 3 is immense and is derived from 
the help which that Pada renders in understanding the 
Sutrakara’s own System, his own work and, I must add, his 
views about several Srutis of the Upani^ds ( Vide 5 infra ). 

3. The Reconstruction of the Text of the Brahma- 
SUtra: — We have referred above to the mutilation of the 
text of Bra. Su, III. 3. It should be noticed here that in the 
course of my study of Bra. Su. III. 3. 11-IV, 1 have been 
able to suggest certain text-readings which are not found 
in the possession of any of the Acaryas who wrote a 
himya on the Brahma sutra. I have ventured to suggest 
these because I think that an intensive internal study of 
these Sutras would justify these inferences. The number of 
these is eight in all, and I request the reader to go through 
my arguments in favour of them given fully in Part I. 

Besides these text corrections, I have regrouped the 
Sutras into Adhikaranas. It is very well known that each 
of the Acaryas has an Adhikaratia Patha of his own. In the 
course of my study 1 discovered certain rules which would 
negatively govern the establishing of ah Adhikarana, e. g., 
( i ) a Sutra with ca would never begin a new Adhikaratia, 
fii) so also a Sutra with the statement of an argument only 
( hetu^ either by the particle hi or by a form of the ablative ) will 
never stand at the beginning of an Adhikarana, and (iii) other 


1, Vide for a fuller dificuesion my article " Meaning of ' Smrti' in 
the Brahmssutra ”, Indian Historical Quartely, Vol, XII, No, 4, 1936, 



rules which would possibly show the charaoterstics of the first 
and the Ictst Sutras of an Adhikar&na. All these I have 
given in Chapter XII. On the strength of these rules, I have 
offered a reconstructed Adhikarana Patha. 

Thus, the correction of the readings of the text itself and 
the regrouping of the Sutras into Adhikaranas are two features of 
the inquiry I have made as regards the text of the Brahmasutra. 

4. The Method of Interpretation to be applied to 
the Brahmasutra J—Also, in the province of the method of 
interpretation the present work has brought to light certain new 
lines of appoaoh which, I believe, will stand any critical scrutiny. 

My inquiry in this direction is two-fold ; ( 1 ) a study of 
Sankara’s method of Interpretation, Saiikara being taken as a 
representative of the Acaryas, and his bhasya as a type of 
the hhdsyas of the Acaryas, and ( 2 ) a study of the Sutras 
themselves ( without the help of any bhasya as far as possible ). 

I must admit that an Acarya is more than a mere 
interpreter. It is in the capacity of an Acarya that Sankara 
sometimes, after having interpreted the Siitrakara in the proper 
way, openly sets aside the latter's interpretation of a ^ruti and 
proposes a new one suitable to his own School. 

I must admit this right of an Acarya, because I would 
have accepted even the right of an Acarya to write altogether 
a new Brahmasutra, Badarayana being only the first of such 
Acaryas. The duties of an Acarya require more rights than 
those accorded to an interpreter, and one more important 
privilege of that position is the right to formulate a System 
of Vedanta ( or Samkhya or any other ) Philosophy to suit 
the time and circumstances and the temperament of the people 
whom he, as an Acarya, has to guide to the Path of Liberation, 
This privilege implies the right of interpreting the Scripture 
so as to enable him to base on it the System proposed 
by the Acarya. This ’interpretation requires the ability to 



harmonize mutually contradictory texts of the Scripture, in 
which the Scripture abounds. All the Acaryas have wonder- 
fully succeeded in this task, and Sankara’s success is perhaps 
the most brilliant one. I appreciate his explanation of the 
contradictions in the Sruti and the Smyti and his System 
based upon it. I am, however, in the present book concerned 
with Sankara’s interpretation of only the Brahmasutra, one of 
his authorities for his System; so, I take him here as an 
interpreter only, not as an Acarya. 

When I examine the method of Sankara's interpretation, 
I must say, I find many difficulties in accepting his 
interpretation as correct. I have tried to study very minutely 
his bhdsya and have /or the first time ventured to oflfer a 
detailed criticism of his method, pointing out the defects 
underlying his interpretation. I have tried to establish 
several conclusions about his method, of which the following 
seem to me to be very important: — ( 1 ) No scheme about the 
threefold classification of topics, viz., para vidya, apard vidyd, 
and avidyd, is intended in the Sutras by the Sutrakara. ( 2 ) 
Sankara sometimes gives two opposite interpretations of the 
same Sruti or Smyti. ( 3 ) Sankara’s visayavdkyas in his hhd^a 
on Bra. Su. III. 2 and 3 are mostly not correct in the sense 
that either no visayavdkya or a different one is intended by 
the Sutrakara. ( 4 ) Sankara’s interpretation of each Sutra in 
Bra. Su. III. 2 and 3 involves too many unwa/rranted additions 
to each Sutra. And ( 5 ) his hhd^a contains Purvapaksas 
which are wrong, or impossible if not altogether absurd when 
we look at the Sruti quoted or the sense of the Sutra itself. 

Studying the Sutras independently of any bhdsya as far 
as possible, I, have felt that the traditional method of seven 
indications for deciding the sense of a text ( lihgarn tdtparya^ 
nirwxye ) is defective so far as the Brahmasutra ( or any other 
similar Sutra work ) is concerned, because the Acaryas and 
even the modern scholars who have mostly followed the same 
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method have come to divergent conclusions. I have, there- 
fore, made ten practical suggestions which may be added to 
those made by Dr. Ghate. These suggestions, I believe, 
are made here for the first time on the grounds of a critical, 
comparative and philological study of the Sutras. Of these, 
the following may bo simply enumerated here as being more 
important: — ( 1) The expression * tad uktam ^ which occurs 
about eight times in the Brahmasutra ( six times in Bra. Su. 
HI. 2. 11-lV ) refers only to some of the Sutras in the 
Brahmasutra, that precede the particular Sutra with the 
expression ( tad uktam ), and not to other works like the 
Jaimini Sutra, the Upanisads, the Gautama Dharma Sutra, the 
Bhagavata and other Puranas, as supposed by Sankara and other 
Acaryas. ( 2 ) The hahuvrthi compounds, anandadayah, satyd- 
dayah^ dyatanadayah ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 11, 38-39 ) refer respectively 
to Bra. Su. I. 1, 2 and 3, and suggest the scheme of three 
divisions of the visayavdkyas discussed in those three Padas. 
Similarly, all other hahuvvVii compounds, e. sahdddayah ( Bra. 
Su. III. 3. 58 ), e<c., should be explained as referring to the Sutras 
themselves and not to any other list of attributes or arguments 
mentioned either in the Upanisads or elsewhere ( except a 
compound like ccdanadi in Bra. Su. III. 3. 1 which refers to 
a well established rule in the Jai. Su, ). ( 3 ) On critical 
grounds I have further suggested quite new visayavdkyas 
in the case of several Sutras. Out of these, I am quite sure 
of the correctness of about tiventy visayavdkyas suggested by me 
for the first time. These striking cases I have enumerated 
in Chap. XI of Part II. If they are really correct, they 
would help a great deal in deciding the nature of the Sutrakara’s 
System. ( 4 ) Three of my suggestions ( Nos. 4, 5 and 8 ) 
are based upon a philological inquiry, such as a study of the 
words, synonyms and mutually contrary terms. Thus, I 
suggest that words like 'pradhana, purusd, sthdnet, upasaAihdra, 
etc,^ etc.^ must be studied from all the Sutras in which they 
occur. Studying synonyms, I find that arupmat and sukftna. 



jtradhana and mukhya, etc., are synonyms. Arupa in arupavat 
finds a contrary term in ‘ rupa ' in ‘ rupopanydsa The 
study of these last two terms gives a very important piece of 
information about the exact nature of the two aspects of 
Brahman according to the Sutrakara. ( 5 ) Sutras being elliptical 
by the very nature of their style require to be completed in 
sense by the addition of some words. I have tried to explain 
in each case what additions can he made to each Sutra adhering 
strictly to the context at the same time. In several of these 
( undoubtedly at least in eight ) cases a remarkably correct 
conclusion seems to me to have been arrived at. Attaching 
the same importance to the context, I have made a practical 
suggestion about the interpretation of the work, that words like 
atah, purva, tad, tada, anyathd, etc., etc., must be interpreted 
in strict consonance with the context. I have proposed a fresh 
interpretation for several Sutras, adopting this suggestion as 
a rule of critical interpretation, and I believe that there are 
not a few cases in which my explanation, given for the first 
time, will be acceptable to the reader. 

( 5 ) The Sutrakara’s Interpretation of certain 
Srutls: — One more direction in which my inquiry has led me 
to discover noteworthy results is the Sutrakara’s interpretation 
of several Srutis. The consideration of this question is more 
closely allied with the Sutrakara’s System rather than with 
the interpretation of the Brahmasutra itself. But so far as 
the Brahmasutra deals with the {^rutis, I have to discuss the 
latter from the standpoint of the Sutrakara, if their meaning 
can be made out from the several Sutras. 

I have already noticed that by “ Sruti ” the Sutrakara, 
for his purpose, understands only the Vedantas ( not the 
Mantra and the other Srutis ). 

{ a ) The most essential piece of information discovered 
on this point is that according to the Sutrakara the Udani^ds 
describe the personal aspect of Brahman with the attributes 
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of the impersonal and vice versa ( Bra. Sh. III. 3. 37-42 ). 
It is on this fact that the Sutrakara bases his doctrine of two 
aspects of absolutely equal status and gives a complete option 
of choice to a mumuksu to select either of the two, the immediate 
goal being the same. The Sotrakara, according to his own 
statements, as discovered and interpreted by me for the first 
time, says that the Srutis discussed in Bra. Sfl. I. 2 and 
explained by him as referring to the sdkara or purusavidha 
aspect may be optionally taken by a mumuksu as dealing with 
the nirakdra or apurumvi'dha aspect, because they profess 
to describe the nirakdra, but do so with attributes some 
of which qualify the sdkara. Similarly, he holds that the 
6rutis he has explained in Bra. Su. I. 3 as dealing with 
the sdkara may be optionally taken by a mumuksu as dealing 
with the nirakdra because they profess to deal with the sdkara, 
but do so with attributes some of which properly belong 
to the nirakdra. The Sutrakara has refuted several important 
Purvapaksas raised against this theory of his interpretation 
of the Srutis and against his doctrinal views based on the 
same. These Purvapaksas and their refutations by the Sutra- 
kara cannot be recounted here for want of space. 

(6)1 have shown that there are Sutras in Bra. Sfl. 

' I ^ 

III. 3, which definitely mean that the a/tsara-Srutis which 
describe Brahman negatively ( neti neti Srutis ) are * not useful 
for meditation ’ ( ddhydndya prayojandhhdvat ) on either 
aspect according to the Sutrakara ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 14 ; also 
see III. 3. 33 ). 

( c ) According to a Purvapaksa ( of a Srauta Vedanta 
System ? ) there are several Srutis, particularly Katha Upanisad 
III. 10-11, which describe the Purusa or personal aspect as 
higher than the Avyakta or the impersonal aspect of Brahman. 

( d-6 ) The Sutrakara refutes an opponent’s view which is, as 
I have shown, baaed upon the Mandukya U^panisad, that Brahman 
is really affected by the states of waking, dreaming and deep 
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sleep as also by the fourth state, and that became Brahman 
is thm affected, it is both rupcmxt or sdkara and arupavat 
or nirdkdra. This view is opposed by the Sutrakara on the 
strength of the Chandogya TJpanisad which, in the opinion of 
the Sutrakara, says that Brahman is unaffected by all these states. 

Another Purvapak^, raised on the strength of the 
Mandukya TJpanisad, holds that Brahman undergoes vrddhi 
and hrdsa because it is influenced by the three states and it 
is refuted by the Sutrakara by quoting the Chandogya TJpanisad 
to show that the vrddhi and hrdsa of Brahman are due to 
the self-concealment of Brahman in its effects which are 
also Brahman. 

{f~g) The Bfhadaranyaka feruti which distinguishes the 
Frajapatiloka from Brahman itself is, according to the Sutra- 
kara, to be interpreted in the light of the Chandogya TJpani^id 
and the Frajapatiloka is the sdkara aspect of the Kdrana 
Brahman itself and not a Kdrya of Brahman. Similarly, the 
Bihadaranyaka Sruti, stating that the vital airs and the 
senses of the knower of Brahman do not depart when the 
latter attains to Brahman, is according to the Sutrakara to be 
interpreted in the light of the Chandogya TJpanisad which, again, 
according to the Sutrakara, describes the depature ( utkrdnti ) 
of the sage along with the senses, etc., when the latter leaves 
the gross body for his journey to the nirdkdra Brahman. 

There are several other very important ferutis or Vedantas 
on the interpretation of which my study of the Brahmasutra 
has, for the first time, thrown a flood of light, even a brief 
summary of which cannot be given here. Those 6rutis will be 
found in Parts I and II, In a few Sutras I have not been 
able to discover the visayavdkyas, though the sense of the 
Sutras derived from the context assures me of very useful 
information regarding the interpretation of the ferutis referred 
to. If one approaches the Brahmasutra from the gratis, after 
dividing the latter into the four subjects according to the four 
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Adhyayas of the Brabmasutra, and if be tries to make out 
wbat interpretation tbe Butrakara gives to these Srutis, instead 
of going from the Sutras to the Srutis, I am sure, he would 
discover very valuable and fresh information. 

There are several Smftis particularly from the Bhagavadgits, 
which the Butrakara understands and explains in his own way, 
or rejects if they openly contradict a clear statement of the 
Sruti ( c. g,, the time-restriction for a Yogin to get Moksa in 
Bha. Gi. VIII; Cf. Bra. Su. IV. 2. 21 ), just as he clearly rejects 
several Srutis if the latter directly oppose such honoured 
Sruti-texts as the Chandogya Upani^d ( e, g.^ the priyasirast- 
vadi Sruti in Tai. Upa. II. 5 ), though generally he interprets 
the J^rutis ( e. g., of the so-called Earlier Metrical Upaniads ) 
in the light of his interpretation of the Chandogya Upani^d. 
We have already seen above that very important texts like 
those of the Brhadaranyaka Upani^d about the non-departure 
( absence of utkranti ) of the Brahmajnanin’s subtle body, and 
about the Prajapatiloka, have been interpreted by the Sutrakara 
in the light of the Chandogya Upanisad. 

I may sum up the merits of Badarayana by repeating 
what I have said at the end of Chapter I of Fart II : — 

Badarayana’s main work was that of constructing a 
Vedanta Dar^ana by presenting a system acceptable to the 
followers of all the Upanisnds, i. e., of the ITpanisads of all 
the Sakhas of all the Vedas. His views seem to have been 
like those of a balanced thinker. He did not insist that the 
entire Veda taught only Dharma ( the Sacrifice ) or only 
Brahman. While Jaimini seems to have held that Dharma 
was the only Precept of the whole Veda, Badarayana believed 
that Brahman only was the Usufruction ( phalam ) because 
Brahman is declared to be the cause of Dharma, the Inspirer 
and the Master of Dharma*. This belief seems to have inspired 

* 3 ( Bia. Su. III. 2. 41 ). Vide my inter- 

pretation in Part I. 
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Badarayana to oflTer a thesis about Brahman as the sole goal 
of the Upanisads only. He carefully avoided a conflict with 
Jaimini’s School by insisting that Brahman was to be known 
<mly from the Upanisads, and by rejecting the view that the 
Purvakanda was to be interpreted in the light of the Upanisads, 
Thus, his view stands high above the two extremes, one of 
Jaimini himself and the other of a staunch Vedantin who is 
not less staunch than that staunch Karmakandin. Again, in 
interpreting the Upanisads ho adopted the well established 
method of Jaimini and improved upon it where necessary, as 
when he says that even if in one Sakha of each Veda the 
saihyoga^ rupa, codema and dkhyd of Brahman are the same, 
he would conclude that Brahman is the topic of all the 
Vedantas. This shows that he was not a blind follower of 
the method of Jaimini. He used his own intelligence in 
applying that method to the Upanisads. The fact that 
Badarayana rejects a Purvapak^, not accepting the Purusa as 
an aspect of Brahman, shows that in accepting the arupavat 
conception of Brahman and in so far siding with the Oldest 
Prose Upanisads he was not blind to the special contribution 
of the Earlier Metrical Upanisads and the Bhagavadgita, viz., 
the supcrpersonal conception of Brahman. In so far as ho 
rejects the Purvapaksa, believing in the superiority of the 
Purusa over the Avyakta, and argues that the Upanisads 
‘ deny a second reality he gives a death blow to the dualistic 
tendency of the Earlier Metrical Upanisads and the Bhagavadgita, 
and saves the Vedanta Darsana once and for all from becoming 
another Silmkhya ( or dualistic ) School with two conscious 
Principles, one nirahara and the other Sahara. Moreover ho 
has tried to be logical as fas as possible since an appeal to 
the word of the Sruti is generally a second argument with 
himf. Only in the case of an ojoen conJUct between rational 
argument and the revealed Scripture, he has to say that “ For 


t E. g. Bra. Su. HI. 2. 39, HI 4. 46, etc. 
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a believer in the Scripture, the express word of a text is the 
foundation of his belief and is more important than a rational 
argument ’'.J But when such circumstances do not arise, he 
is a free thinker and does not hesitate to reject such Sruti 
texts as appear inconsistent with his System, and accepts only 
such as are consistent with the same. Thus, he rejects the 
jpriyasirastvadi Sruti, because it implies a difference of degrees 
in the Bliss within Brahman itself and the Mandukya Upani^d 
because the latter believes in the waking and other states as 
really affecting Brahman. Since he rejects even these Srutis, 
it would be no wonder if he is found to reject, or to 
interpret in his own way, a Smyti like the Gita, whenever 
the latter is in conflict with his System drawn from the 
Sruti. Thus, he rejects the view of the Bhagavadgita which 
holds that the knower of Brahman returns to this world if he 
dies during the southern course of the Sun ( daksindyana ). 
He says that this rule applies only to the Yogin and 
that it is only a Smarta rule, not a Srauta one. It is due to 
this boldness, on the part of the Sutrakara, of accepting 
literally a Sruti though it may be inconsistent with pratyaksa 
and anumdna, and of rejecting a Sruti if it be contradictory to 
his own System of Vedanta, that while reading his work we 
are spared the intellectual jugglery of words which we often 
find in the commentaries of the Acaryas who try to effect a 
compromise even when the three Prasthanas are in open 
conflict with one another. An example of this is supplied to 
us by Sankara’s effort to interpret Bha. Gi. VIII. 24-25 as 
referring to the conductor-deities though the verses clearly 
speak of the time-deities as the Sutrakara distinctly states. 
On the whole, the Sutrakara’s system is based upon a bold and 
straightforward interpretation of the Scripture and he seems to 
have been a great saviour of the Vedanta School, who saved 
it, on the one hand, from being divided into so many sects 
and, on the other, from being plunged into a dualistic philosophy. 


t B. g. Bra. Su. 11. 1. 27. 
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While I differ from Sahkarioarya and other Acaryas regard- 
ing the interpretation of Badarayana's work and his doctrines, I 
must admit, as 1 have already done above, that my interpretation, 
exposition and expression cannot always be free from errors 
inspite of my efforts to avoid them. Though the- conclusions 
drawn here are faithful to the original text within my own 
capacities, I cannot promise to stick to them under all cir- 
cumstances, having myself arrived at them after revising them 
from time to time. Bearing in mind these facts I offer my inter- 
pretation of Badarayana’s work, as a bumble student and 
student only, and crave the indulgence of sympathetic readers 
{ ahetukasnehas) in the following words of Madhusudana 
Sarasvati, the great saint and seeker after truth, uttered 
with reference to his commentary on the Gita ; — 

( on Bha. Gi. XVIII. 66 ). 




A CRITIQUE OF THE BRAHMASUTRA 

PART I 

Interpretation of the Brahmasutra 




CHAPTER I 


SUCTION I 

Brahman unaffected by the Waking and other States. Two 
kinds of Sriitis describe Brahman in all its ( four ) States. 

Sutras III. 2. ll-tQ 

iU) ^ If I 

( I 

( ft I 

( ?^ ) I 

(K^) 3iTf I 

( srft I 
(U) I 


* Sankara's predecessor begins a new Adhikaraija here. 



TRANSLATION 


T HE two kinds of sentences cannot refer to (the Highest 
One ) also from the stand-point of the states, because [ both 
the kinds of sentences refer to It ] in a// [ the states ]. 1 1 

If it be argued, “ [ The two kinds of sentences do ] not 
[ refer to the Highest One in all the states ] because of the 
difference [ of the states ], ” we reply, “ No. [ The difference 
of the states does not affect the Highest One ] because 
with reference to every [state] there is a statement contrary 
to that [/. e. the difference of states affecting the Highest One].” 12 

Moreover, so say the followers of a certain Branch. 13 

[ Both kinds of sentences refer to the Highest One j 
because It is formless only ( arupavad eva) in so far as that 
[ arupavat aspect ] is the principal [ aspect of Brahman |. 14 

[ Purvapaksa ] — “ [ Brahman is ] like ‘ light ’ as well, 
because it should not be meaningless. 15 

I 

And the Sruti declares it to be only that [ i. e. light ]. 16 

I ' 

And the Sruti shows it and the Smrti also mentions it. 17 

And only on account of this j we find ] the comparison 
[ of Brahman ] like the one with an aggregate of suns, etc!' 18 

[ Siddhanta ] — “ But Brahman has not the characteristics 
of things like the above ( L e. the sun, etc . ), because of Its 
impossibility of being caught ( i. e. reflected ) as [ the sun etc. 
are reflected] in water.” 19 



NOTES 

Sutra 11 

1, — This Patla ( Bra. Su. III. 2 ) seems to deal 

with the different states, grt»rfi:?r, and 55 H, of the 

individual soul and of the Supreme Being. The first Sutra 

1 ) refers to the Sruti “ ” ( Br. 

Upa. IV. 3. 9 ). Therefore, ^«HJT in this Sutra means the 
states of gr m fig, and ggiH. The word VUIH is similarly 
used in the Mandukya Upanisad ( 

Ma. Upa. 8-5 ), and, as will be shown below, it is 
very likely that this Sutra refers to that Upanisad. ( See 
in Sutra III. 2. 34 also. ) If we interpret the word ^«IR in 
this sense, we have not to suspect this discussion ot the 
Supreme Self ( Bra. Su. III. 2. 11-41 ) to be an interpolation 
because we can then say that Pada II of Adhyaya III deals with 
the states of the individual soul and those of the Supreme Soul.* 

2 srffT— The Sutrakara here implies the denial of the 

application of the two kinds of sentences to the Supreme Being 
fvoni some othcv stand-point than that of the states of Brahman, 
therefore, refers to a which tried to explain the 

of the Supreme Being, by some way other than 
that of referring them to the states of Brahman. What this 
other method of explaining the was, can be guessed 

possibly from the expression opponents 

seem to have argued that there were two types of sentences 
describing Brahman, and therefore these two types referred to 
two diff event Bvahmans, The Brahman was different 

from the ^qq?! Brahman, and the 3R;qq?I Srutis and the qqq^ 
^rutis described these two different Brahmans. There is a 

1. Vide Belvelkar, Shree Gopal Basu Mallik Lectures on Vedanta 
Philosophy, Page 146. 
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similar in Bra. Su. III. 3. 1-4, which seems to hold that 

the Vedantas teach not one, but two different Brahmans. * See 
also the ^^<7^ in Bra. Su. Ill 2. 31-37 which holds that 
there is another Brahman beyond the and which 

the Sutrakara refutes by pointing to the i. e., 

the Srutis which deny the existence of a second Brahman 
( Sutra III. 2. 36 ). So, s^fq seems to imply the refutation of a 
believing that there were two Brahmans, one 
and another ^qq?^^ and that the ^ qq< ^ called also jqq was 
higher than the ST^qq^ called 3T«qq). See also the i|^q^ and 
its refutation in Bra. Su. Ill, 2. 26-27. 

For the arguments of the ^^q^ believing jqq to be higher 
than arsqrK, see our notes on Sutra III. 2. 31. 

3. q^rqfeifq;; — Sutra 14 makes mention of the ^rqqqq^ 
aspect of Brahman implying at the same time its qiiqqt^^ aspect. 
It signifies that 3Tq:qqrl^ the principal ( qiqR ) and implies that 
q:qqf 5 f^ is the subordinate aspect. Also Sutra III. 2. 27 indicates 
that being designated by two names is like stff and 
We, therefore, suggest that qvrqfew should mean sentences 
which describe Brahman as q^q^ and those which describe 
Brahman as qiqq^j.^ The Sutrakara seems to speak of 3Tq;qq^ 
and q:qqg[^ rather than and Brahman. Thus we have 

to distinguish between Srutis which describe as qqqqq, 
e. g., like ST^^I^rqquq^^qq^qq ( Br. Upa. III. 8. 8 ) and 
Srutis which describe qgrq as qqqq like 

f^5t: sjlq qif^qfqi^ I qj^; aiofl 5^q fqvqq^q q^vqf ^q 
II (Mu. Upa. H. 1. 4, Cf. the sq^jqjnq l*qR?: 
qfrqq in Cha. Upa. V. 12-18 ). 

2. Porliaps this can be traced to the Mahabharata Aupanisada 
Schools. See P, M. Modi, Aksara : A forgotten chapter in the history 
of Indian Philosophy, Chapter III. 

3. Vide “ I ho scheme of Bra. Su. I. 1-3. A Rapprochement,^' by 
P. M. Modi, Bombay University Journal, Vol. IV, Part III, Nov. 1936. 
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According to the Sutrakara is not 

in conflict with ( Cha. Upa, 

III, 14. 2 ), because both these types of Srutis refer to both 
the aspects of Brahman the and the Neither of 

the two aspects is fsriyiT “ absolutely without attributes.” 

4. ?ESIiqrcr: This seems to be a reference 

to a view like the one expressed in Mandukya Upanisad, 
according to which the sentences would be applicable 

to the Brahman and the ^^r^ones to the 

and Brahman (Ma. Upa. 9-11 ). According to 

that Upanisad, the individual soul and the Supreme Soul have each 
of them three states and and corresponding 

to these three states the is called f^R', and STIf , while 

the Supreme Being is called and 

Beyond these three is a fourth state which is called (but) 

which transends the above three states. In that state the sHfei 
and sT^rq;. become identified. The of the Srutis are to 

be explained as referring to Brahman in different states. 
The rujiavat Srutis will refer to Brahman in the waking, 
dreaming and deep sleep states described in Mandukya Upa. 
3-6 and the arupavat Srutis to Brahman in the fourth state 
described in Ma, Upa. 7. 

It will be in agreement with this Purvapaksa that in Bra. 
Su. I. 2. 14 the Sutrakara points to the mention of the dreaming 
and deep sleep states in the vimyavabja as an argument to 
prove that the Sruti in question deals with the Purusa or the 
sakara aspect. 

( 

5. q-The Sutrakara refutes the above view of explaining 
the two kinds of sentences as referring to Brahman in 
different states. As distinguished from this Purvapaksa the 
Sutrakara’s Siddhanta will be that Brahman is both sakara and 
nirakara in all the four states. 

4, Bra. Su. III. 3. 37— i 
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6. — He gives an argument why he rejects the 

view of wqfef*!.. He says that the 

is applicable to Brahman in all the ( four ) states. “ ” will 

according to the context mean 

7. According to Sankara this Sutra discusses the 

question whether is or because there are 

both the and fq^5tq We have suggested above 

that the Sutrakara seems to distinguish between Srutis referring 
to ^qq?^ and 3?^;qqf^ aspects of Brahman, both of which 
possess fq^rqs or ajoTs. Moreover, the Sutrakara seems here 
to discuss how both the Srutis can refer to Brahman. He does 
not seem to favour Sankara’s view that one type of Srutis is 
less important or less valid than the other. “ qqqfeff ^rq^- 

srfT ” is not the <j4q^ as Sankara says but it 

is the 

qfq indicates according to Sankara the inclusion of “ SEqq: 
qq”. We have shown that certain Sutras give a »j4q^ according 
to which there is another Brahman higher than the sfsqq; 
( or e. g., Bra. Svi. Ill 2. 31; so, it apperars to us 

that srfq refers to that qqq^ in those Sutras. Sankara’s 
^4q^ is not supported by any qqqi^ Sutras. Rather Sankara’s 
argument “q ^ q?Eg ^qqs qq qqfiqfq^t^qq qfeq^q j^qqvm^qg 
5iqq, l ” is contradicted by the Sutras themselves, 

e. g., in. 2. 14, III. 2. 27 ( qqq5qq”^^?TlTq% See 

Sankara’s own Bhasya on it ). The Sutrakara’s arguments as 
to how Brahman itself is to be looked upon as siqqqq and 
qqqq are given in Bra. Sfi. HI. 3. 37-52. 

“ ’fqiqqj ” means according to Sankara “ ^Rjsqi^qif^qV- 
qiq. ” This interpretation of the word Sfqiq is responsible 
for the suspicion of several scholars as to the genuineness 
of the discussion of Brahman in this Pada. We have shown 
above that “ ^(qq: ’’ means the qiqf^q, ?Eq*;q and ?=qRs, 
and that the Sfttra seems to refer to a view like the one given 
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in the Ma. Upa. Dr. Belvelkar also takes in the sense 

of states but the quotation given by him (Basu Mallik Lectures, 
P. 165-166 ) does not seem to substantiate the view. 

According to Sankara, the refutation of ‘ ’ leads 

to the necessity of “ ” and to the inference 

qfcaiisfq sw 

This inference is not even suggested in the 
Sutra, because the Sutrakara seems to explain Brahman in 
such a way that hath the types of sentences be applicable to 
Brahman at the same time, in the same state. 

‘ fk ’ argument not for rejecting the 

as Sankara understands it, but for proving that 

“ 51 5t«JI5I^sfq as we have shown. “ ” 

is explained by yahkara as " ” but 

from the context it seems to mean “ JETqg 
four states. 

And, lastly, in consistency with the context we should 
add “ ( ?«TR3 ) q5:^5T ” instead of “ ( 

stfkqi^JT qT3 ‘ ai^rs^g^t^g^sqfrsqgti’ 

” “S yahkara adds, whereby ISaukara 
contradicts his own assertion { Stfrfgqqi*. ) 

at the begining of his commentary on this very Sutra. 

Sutra 12 

8. “ ST, should mean “ qsc^q ^^3 ^«n5T3 

5T,55«IRT5Tf q^CTjg The ^«IR8 differ and, there- 

fore, the twofold sentences can be applicable to Brahman as 
referring to the different states of Brahman. Thus, the Srutis 
about the ^qqTj^ Brahman would be applicable to srnrfk^R^IR, 

^3a^’qi5r Brahman, and those about the ST^KqgT^ 
Brahman to Brahman. 

9. would mean ‘ in each ot these states ’ Cf. 

in Sutra 11 with here. 
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means because there is a statement in the 
Sruti to the contrary. Thus, means ‘ because 

there is a statement in the Srutis that Brahman does not 
differ in each of three or four states. ’ aTcT^^iTI^ should mean 
The Sutrakara seems to refer to Cha. Upa. VIII. 
7-12. This is the famous dialogue between asn’Tflr and fTg[ 
whom accompanies in the first stage only. The Sutrakara 

has proved in Bra. Su. I. 3. 14-21 that this passage deals 
with Brahman; Sutra I. 3. 18 refers to Cha. Upa. VIII. 12. 
In this passage it is proved that the 5^ in the eye who 
is c.tc. is the same in the waking, dream- 

ing and deep sleep states ( Cha. Upa. VIII. 9, 10 and 11 
respectively ). In each of these states it is shown that the 
Supreme Being reiuains the same. Thus 

) seems to refer to Cha. Upa. Vlll. 
7-11. Cf. also ^ ( in all the 

states, 3T??r = a state as in 5WnR?rj??T, ). Also in Cha. 

Upa. VIII. 11. 3 Prajapati tells Indra that Brahman is the 
same ( WV ) when not in any of the three states 

i. e. when in the fourth state. Indra stays for five years more 
to get this knowledge. The same becomes mainfest in its 
own form when without a body { Cha. Upa. VIII. 12. 1-3 ). 

_ I 

lO. Saiikara takes ‘ ^ ’ to mean the denial of his 
conclusion in Sutra 11. i. e., “ ^ sl^. ” But 

on the strength of the context the Sutrakara is shown by us 
to have meant “ So, this seems to 

have been denied by the by “ q-, ” 

‘ ’ is interpreted by Sankara as “ f^^ri ^ 

STIWTWJ 1 ” and he refers to the various 

f^(s of the Upnisads. according to the context, should 

refer to the difference in Brahman due to the difference of states, 
as shown above, and in that case the reference would be to the 
Matidukya Upanisad passage mentioned in Note 1 above. 
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is interpreted by Sankara to mean “ 
this is cosistent with his explanation of in the preceding 
Sutra but inconsistent with the general sense of the Pada and 
the probable reference in this Sutra to the Chandogya Upanisad, 
according to which sr^[^q[. should refer to “ in each 

state. ” Sankara rightly explains arg^TRni^as but it 

should be the of Brahman in all the four states taken singly. 

11. It should be noted that if the above interpretation 

of Sutras 11 and 12 be correct, we have here an important piece 
of information as to how the Mandukya Upanisad and Cha, 
Upa. VIII. 7-12 were interpreted in the days of the Sutrakara. 
It seems that the four states described in the Mandukya and 
the Cha. Upa. were believed to be real, and not illusionary, 
but while the Mandukya Upanisad was taken to mean that 
Brahman really differed according as It was in the three states or 
in the fourth and therefore it may be said to refer to the doctrine 
of difference in Brahman in these states; the Cha. Upa. was 
interpreted to understand the states to be not at all affecting 
Brahman or, in other words, as asserting Brahman to be the 
same in all its (real) states, thus demonstrating the doctrine of 
the sameness of Brahman in all the states. And this sameness 
means tvoo-f oldness. The asserted by the in Sutra 12 

was a reality ( not appearance ) and therefore the Cha. Upa. 
passage really differed from the Mandukya Upanisad in the 
doctrine about the states of Brahman.® 

Sutra 13 

12. srfq %^^^-This seems to be a reference to a Sruti 
supporting the statement of Sutra 11. The ^q^’s argument 

in Sutra 12 was refuted by the Sutrakara in 
in the same Sutra ( 12 ). Now, in Sutra 13 he 

6. As a result of this conclusion, the Oaudapada Karikas on 
the Mandukya Upanisad do not seem to correctly rejjresenfc the sense 
of the Upanisad. 

a 
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I 

supports his own position by referring to a Sriiti which says 
that belongs to the Supreme Being in all states at 

all times. Thus, the Sutrakara refers to a Sruti which says 
that that same Brahman which is is also simultaneously 

The reference is probably to Sve. Upa. HI. 16-20;— 


+ + + + 

^ ^ 5^^ *T5l5cTJl. a II 

ii R® ii 

Thus, the same Brahman is both ^^cf: and snif^TiTI^. 

In other words, Brahman is at the same time both 
and without any reference to the different states. 


13. Sankara understands this Sutra also as an answer 
to the “ «T, ” in Sutra 12. But this seems to be 

impossible if we look to the method of the Sutrakara. First 
of all he makes a proposition, next he gives a and its 

refutation, and then he generally gives a reference to a Sruti 
in support of his proposition. Thus, we find. Bra. Su. III. 3. 1 
contains the proposition, Sutra III. 3. 2-3 give the and 

its refutation, and Sutra III. 3. 4 gives the reference to the 
Sruti supporting the Sutrakara’s proposition. In the present 
case Sutra III. 2. 13 corresponds to Sutra III. 3. 4 so far as 
the method is concerned. For this reason Sutra 13 should be 
taken as referring to a text supporting the Sutrakara ’s statement 
in Sutra 11.® 


Sankara gives a quotation from the Katha Upanisad and 
then adds “ ” “ and so say the followers of another 


6. Refer to Chapter IX of Part II. 
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Branch also Generally the word ‘ ’ in the Brahmasutra 

shows a reference to a ^ruti the like of which is not found 
in any other Branch of the Veda ( See in Sutras III. 4. 42, 
in IV. 1, 17, etc. ). If this is the convention adopted by 
the Sutrakara for proceeding with his argumentation, if this 
be correct, then both the orutis quoted by Sankara are out 
of place hete. 

Sutra 14 

14. As this Sutra contains and as it follows a 
reference ( to a Sruti ) made by the Sutrakara ( in Sutra 13 ), 
it would be likely that this Sutra is intended to explain that 
Sruti. When a rational argument ( Siitra 14 refers to no Sruti 
but presents only an argument ) follows an assertive statement 
in a Sutra, that argument seems to have been used to 
substantiate the Sutrakara's view expressed in that statement. 
But when an argument follows a reference to a Sruti, the 
former seems to have been intended to explain primarily the 
latter, though ultimately it would also explain the main pro- 
position of the Sutrakara also. 

I 

14a. The Sruti referred to under Sutra 13 says that 
Brahman is simultaneously both and It is 

qifotqR[q^ and arqrfoiqT?; etc., etc. In Sutra 14 the Sutrakara 
says that this is possible because Brahman is chiefly ST^qq?^ and 
secondarily ^qq?^. In other words, if Brahman were both 
and 3r5:qq?i;^ the literal sense, there would be a self-con- 
tradiction and then the Sruti in question would not be rationally 
explained. But such is not the case. Brahman is only 
because it is chie^y 3T5;qq?^. And this is the inter- 
pretation of the Sruti ( Sve. Upa. III. 16-20 ). So on the 
strength of the Sruti one can say without being inconsistent 
that Brahman is simultaneously both ad^qq?!! ns the 

Sutrakara himself does in Sutra 11, 

14&. The Sruti ( ^ov. Upa. HI. 16-20 ) declares Brahman 
to be both qrf^qi^ and srqrf^qi^! and the Sutrakara has 



12 


Inteepbbtation 


stated that It is primarily There was a Vedanta 

tradition in the days of the Sutrakara which was inclined to 
take this Sruti as declaring Brahman to be primarily 
( See Bra, Su. III. 20. 31-36 ) and thereby probably asserting 
that Brahman is only “ ” i. e., different states 

of Brahman explain the and sr^qq^ sentences about 

Brahman, m,, the q:qq?^^ sentences should describe Brahman in 
the and and the 3?^qq^ ones in . 

This view is explained and refuted in Sutras III. 2. 15-19. 

15. sreqqq;— This is a very important Sutra for under- 
standing the Siitrakara’s conception of Brahman with the help 
of his own terminology. In Bra. Su. I. 2. 23 ( ), 

the Sutrakara argues that the topic of Mu. Upa. 1. 1. 6. is 
because of the presentation of His form in Mu. Upa. II. 1. 4. 
In this Sutra ( III, 2. 14 ) we are told that Brahman is snsqq?!^ 
qq. Thus, a doubt would arise as to the Sutrakara’s view 
regarding the q;qq^l or sr^qq^r of Brahman. That doubt is 
solved by the present Siitra. Brahman, according to the Sutrakara, 
is both 3Tq;qq?l^ and ^qq?l^, but the 3ns:qqg[^ aspect is the principal 
aspect and therefore Brahman can he said to be ^q;qq^ only. 
By using the expression “ ” ( Bra. Su. III. 2. 11 ), 

the Sutrakara has admitted that Brahman is both ai^qq^and q;qqr^^, 

I5a. ^q — It is clear that according to the Sutrakara the 
Supreme Being is both ^^q^ ( Sutra III. 3. 14 ) and q ; q qq ^ 
( Sutra 1. 2. 23 — q^tqfqi^nqr I ). The q;q of Brahman which is 
meant in these expressions ( 3Tq:qq<^, ^qtqsqw, etc. ) is the 
^ of jqq. We have shown elsewhere’ that in Bra. Su. I. 3 
the Sutrakara’s chief argument in deciding the subject of a 
Sruti ( i. e., deciding whether the Sruti in question deals with 
the 3Tq:qq?I^ aspect of Brahman ) is that the Sruti 

mentions the word 3^. Thus, 3^q?^cqEqq%^ ( Satra I. 3. 2 ) 
means jqqsqq^^ in q«n fqsci^qq^qiflegqj; qvttq^t g qq g^ ^ ^sq^ 
( Mundaka Upa. III. 2. 8. ), |^%«4sqq^ ( Sutra I. 3, 13 ) is 


7., Vide Appendix on Bra. Su. I. 3, 
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in ^ ^ ( Pra. 

Upa. V. 5 ), ( Sutra I. 3. 24 ) refers to 5^ in aif i|8JTW. 

5^: ( Katha Upa. IV. 13-14 ). The aspect is referred 

to by in ( Bra. Su. III. 

3. 24; vide our interpretation ). Again in Bra. Svi. I. 2. 26 

( 5^ilfq I ) the Sutrakara emphasizes 

the fact that the followers of one Branch of the Veda recite 
Brahman as 5^^ and, according to Sankara, this very Sutra 
was read by a predecessor of his as and 

it is explained by Sankara as referring to h 
|» 9Rt 3^^^ 535^5^: Jlf?rfs<T ( Sa. Bra. X. 6. 1. 11 ) 
where the reading occurs, which justifies the text of 

the Sutra known to Sankara’s predecessor. It is thus the 
of 3^q stated in f^5i: qTf»qi?TI« 

I qi^: qpiTt fi?q q^^IT ^ ^^^?n?rf3CIRf II 

( Mu. Upa. II. 1. 4 ), which is meant by the Sutrakara 
< Sutra I. 2. 23 ). 

15b. In taking Brahman as possessed of these two 
aspects, 5dq:qqri^or and ^qrj^or the Sutrakara 

seems to us to adopt or to follow a once prevalent Vedanta 
tradition which had already adopted the same attitude regarding 
the nature or aspects of Brahman as was done by Yaska in 
respect of the nature or aspects of the ^qqis of the Kgveda. 
He clearly gives two viz., one holding that the dieties 

are and the other believing that they are STj^qfq^; 

and then he gives his own view that they are possessed of 
both the traits (qqqfq^).® 

Our interpretation of the Sutras and the conclusion about 
the Sutrakara’s view regarding the nature of Brahman arrived 


8. Cf. I 

3if7 ^ 3 ; I 


Nirukba VII. 6. 1. 


ff 


VII. 6. 2. 
VII. 7. 1. 
VII. 7. 7. 


>> 
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at by us differ widely from the same propounded by Sankara, 
his predecessors and his followers. It is very likely that a 
doubt may be raised against our view on the ground that it is 
not corroborated by any Vedantic tradition. We in reply submit 
that Yaska’s view about the nature of dieties supplies the 
source of the Sutrakara’s view about Brahman. Yaska also 
believed that it is one Atman only who is praised in various 
ways ( in as many ways as there are dieties ). In any case 
the Sutrakara’s view and that of Yaska are strikingly similar 
and therefore deserve to be compared with each other for the 
historical development of the former’s doctrine of the two 
aspects of Brahman. The introduction of the very word 
( Bra. Su. I. 2. 26 ) suggests an inkling on the part of the 
Sfitrakara from Yaska’s view. Thus, this statement lends an 
authoritative support to the view expressed by ns above.. 

16. The Sfitrakara says that the 

aspect is the principal aspect of Brahman so that we are 
justified in concluding that the aspect is the subordinate 

aspect of Brahman. 

The wordsr^iH in this expression throws light on the meaning 
of the same word (nw) in Sutra III. 3. 11 

and the attributes which subsequently follow in series 
refer to the principal aspect of Brahman, i. e., to the 
aspect. By qviiR the Sfitrakara means the ai^qq^ aspect of 
Brahman*’. See also the reading qvjRq?!^ instead of qqRq?!^, 
suggested by us in Bra, Sfi, III. 3. 43. 

As regards the predominence of the aspect over 

the isqqf^ aspect ( ‘ ’ ) Sutra III. 3. 44 says that the 

s^R aspect of Brahman is “ more powerful ” ( 
because a majority of texts mentions that aspect ( 

<1% — Su. III. 3. 44 ). 


9. Vide Note on Bra. Sii. III. 3. 11 
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17. Saiikara interprets in the sense that 

Brahman is not «< M ( 



?ng: ’ ( Bra. Su. I. 1. 4 ) |. Thus, he takes “ 

...?r^^I^*TT ( cTrST^JTRRt. ) as understood. For this 

addition to the Sutra there is no word in the Sutra itself nor 
is there any indication for the reference to Bra. Su. I. 1. 4. 

in tTrSTViHcR?!. should be taken as referring to a 

word in the Sutra itself rather than to 
Moreover, Saiikara does not take into consideration the word 
in Sutra 11, which seems to us to suggest that the 
Sutrakara discusses the question of the application of the 
and sentences to Brahman and that for that 

reason ?T?irvn5TfW(?l^ would mean “ because the aspect is 

the principal one ( and the is the subordinate ).” It need 

hardly be said that Saiikara does not notice the question of 
the consistency of this Sutra with Bra. Su. I. 2. 23 
and III. 3. 11 ( srtilR^q ). 

Sutra 15 

18. To us it appears that Sutras 15-18 form a 
which is refuted by the Sutrakara in Sutra 19. This is proved 
by g in Sutra III. 2. 19 and by the fact that in Sutra II. 3. 
46 Brahman is decided to be not like light. The expressions 
and !T^Rrf%iqq?t i” Sutras III. 2. 25 and 28 and 
the Sutrakara’s remarks there also prove our suggestion that 
Sutra III. 2. 25 is a In Sutras 15-18 an attempt 

\h made by a to establish that the Supreme Being is 

like light in addition to its being sq^qq?^. This <3;qq%q: seems 
to believe that Brahman is equally ^qq?^^ and or that 

Brahman is primarily q:qq?i; and only in a secondary sense 
gf^q q ^, if the argumemt ‘ q«Rn[nf^q?l. ’ kns the meaning we 
understand it to convey. Thus, the ^qf^R. would be one 



16 


Imtbrpbbtation 


who regarded 5^ to be higher than ( See infra Bra. 

Sii. III. 2. 31 ). In Sutra II. 3. 46 ( SKhl g Tlf^gW ^ *1^: ) it is 
said that ' the individual soul is like light etc., but the Supreme 
Soul is not like that. ’ This is the Siddhanta of the Sutrakara 
and it is established in Sutra III. 2. 19 ). 

19. The seems to us to argue that if the 

Supreme Being were like ‘ light, ' just as the individual soul, 
then the three states of waking, dreaming and deep-sleep would 
affect the Supreme Being, as they do the This is how the 
Sutras 15-19 belong to the same Adhikarana as Sutras 11-14. 

20. If Sutra 15 begins a under the 

what reading is better, ( Bhaskara ) 

or Sankara ) ? 

21. — If Brahman were declared to be principally 

formless ( and if at the same time it was denied to 

be like light ( i. e., of the nature of light ), It would be 
a meaningless principle. A principle which has no form 
can be understood to be an entity only when that principle 
is believed to be like light, otherwise it would be, to give a 
Sanskrit simile, like vandhyaputra. When Brahman is said 
to be by the the asserts that, in 

that case, Brahman can be an entity only if It is admitted to be 
like light. The intention of the in offering this argument 

is to nullify the conclusion drawn by the by asserting 

that Bfahman is “ only ” formless, viz., that Brahman is un- 
affected by the states. When a principle is like light, its 

would be only partial or secondary since, as the 
logicians ( ) believe, light has a brilliant form ( Cf. 

gig ssr I 19. ). Consequently the 

Brahman would be and hence liable to change 

caused by states. 

is a rational argument to prove the of 

Brahman, while Sutras 16-17-18 give arguments based upon 
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the Scripture to prove the same. The Sutrakara’s reply is that 
Brahman is like ‘ light ’ but not of the nature of light ( 
^T^IR^iI^Sutra 19 ), so that it remains in its nature and 

therefore unaffected by the states. 

I 

22. According to Saiikara Sutra 15 begins a question 

about the interpretation of Srutis which describe Brahman as 
possessed of or ” means according to him 

“ siq:i5T: 

cT^Ti^fira I ( s^cfq 

q^5r l ” This is Sankara’s explanation of the 

way in which the illustration of is to be applied to Brahman. 
“ srqqssqfg^^ ” “ is interpreted by Sankara as “ qqiT^qs:qiTr^r- 
^^flrfqqqnJTrrrfq qiqqrqr vrf^qfq. Thus, according to Sankara, 
refers to 3?[5Fn:qf;§iqiqqs, while the next Sutra ( 16 ) 
refers to fnf^^sT^rqiqqs. Saiikara, thus, tries to draw from 
this Sutra the distinction between the g^q;; and the |rq 

in his School. But we believe that the word is used in the 
sense of a state and that is a ^ intended to 

nullify the argument of of Brahman (because 

qqqqr has a vrRq?: g^q:q). Moreover, in Bra. Su. II. 3. 46 (qqjl^f^q- 
§Tq Brahman is clearly denied to be q^l^Tlf^qrl^while according 
to Sankara’s interpretation Sutra HI. 2. 15 asserts Brahman to be 
qqrroq^ since he takes it to be a The interdependence 

of these Sutras ( II. 3. 46 and III. 2. 15 ) does not strike Saiikara 
because though he explains the simile in the same way in the 
same words in both the places, he makes a wide divergence 
regarding its application. In Sutra II. 3. 46 it is applied to the 
individual soul, while in Sutra III. 2. 15 to the Supreme Being. 
See also qq;T?[Ttf^^and qq;T5ns»qq?I in Bra. Su. III. 2. 25 and 28. 

Sutra 16 

23. — “ And the Sruti declares Brahman to be only 
that ” i. e. only light. In the preceding Sutra it is stated by the 


s 
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that the Supreme Beinj' is like light, so it is likely that 
?|5*inr in this Siitra refers to a Sruti in which Brahman is said 
to be only light, e. y., siiaft Bp. 

Upa. IV. 4. 7 ), “ The released soul is Brahman only %. e. light.” 
This Sruti can be quoted to prove that Brahman is only light. 
Or, the Sruti in question may be Cha. Upa. III. 14, 2 in which 
Jirahtnan is declared to be “ of the form of brilliance.” Cf. 

also 3?ftfcreiT#T?1 I in Cha. Upa. VIII. 12. 2. 

24. According to Saiikara Sutra 14 deals with ^qRIT- 

Sutra 15 with and 

again Sutra 16 refers to Moreover, in 

rT'fn?!, according to Saiikara, stands for not for JTf»l5l 

which is mentioned in the preceding Sutra. This is nothing 
but the violation of the context. Even Sankara’s interpretation 
of as ^clrq' also suggests that he ought to have taken all 
these three Sutras as dealing with the 

Sutra 17 

25. In the preceding Sutra the referred to a 

Sruti which described Brahman as only sr^i^T; now in this 
Sutra ( 17 ) he says that the Sruti shows ( by illustration ) and the 
Smrti states how Brahman is like light ( ST^I?jrW^-'in Sutra 15 ). 

26. — The use of as distinguished from 

“ ” in this Sutra may show that the Sutrakara uses 

“ ” in the sense of “ 

27. probably refers to such a Sruti as 

?T??r wwr u ” 

( Katha Upa, V. 15; Sve. Upa. VI. 14; Mu. Upa. II. 2. 10 ). 
refers to 

( Bha. Gi. XV. 12 ) 
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Both these texts show that Brahman is like light in the 
sense that it shares the nature of light. 

28. Sankara does not associate and with 

in Sutra 15, but he says that the Sruti and the Smrti 

show how Brahman is by describing Brahman by the 

method of elimination ( ^rf?r ). 

Sutra 18 

29. ‘ aicT ’ means “ because Brahman is like light. ” 
The comparison of Brahman with the Sun, etc. is due to the fact 
that Brahman is like light. The Sun, the Fire, etc., are radiant 
objects, and Brahman being like light is compared with them. 

30. Srutis which compare Brahman 

with the Sun and other radiant objects are referred to by 
this expression. 

( Katha Upa. V. 11 ) 

( 2 ) srf^qV I 

m sricr^ li 

( Katha Upa. V. 10 ) 

«rai: ^ ii 

( Mu. Upa. II. 1. 1 ) 

( 4 ) I 

qff «n: ^ h 

( Bha. Gi. XI. 12 ) 

These texts are referred to under this Sutra not to 
demonstrate the etc., of Brahman but only to 

show that Brahman is like light because it is compared with 
the Sun, the Fire, etc. 
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If ‘ ’ in this Sutra means ‘ a number of Suns ’ ( 

)> probably some text like Bha. Gi. XI. 12 has been 

referred to in the Sutra. In this verse the light of Brahman 

is compared with that of a thousand Suns. This would also 
explain why ^ is added to in the Siitra, a point not 

considered by commentators, 

31. Sankara explains ‘ 3r?r Uti ’ as ‘ qr?! 

'W- ’ Thus, he connects “ 3T?T UST ” 

in this Sutra with the Sruti he has quoted under Sutra 16. 

And he says that the or comparison meant in the Sutra 

is the one which aims at the peculiarity of Brahman due to 
e., not a real peculiarity ). This is how he brings 
in the question of the illusoriness of the 3 TI^k of Brahman 
under this Sutra. 

32. The fact that Sutra 18 refers to the comparison 

of Brahman with a number of Suns ( ) also shows that 

the here tries to prove that Brahman is like 

( Sutra 15 ) and that in Sutra 16 refers to sr^l^. 

Sutra 19 , 

33. g-This word shows that a bas preceded 

and that in this Sutra ( 19 ) that is refuted by the 

Sutrakara, To us it appears that this is given in Sutras 

15-18, as we have already stated above. The opponent tries 
to establish that the Supreme Being is like light and argues 
that then only the sr^qq^t of Brahman will have a meaning. 
In support of this he quotes the Srutis and the Smftis which 
describe Brahman as light or compare it with light. The 
Sutrakara rejects this view in Sutra 19. 

34. q — The Supreme Being has not “ the 

characteristic of being so ” i. e. It is not light by nature. 

35. — This gives the reason why the Sutrakara 
does not accept the 'jqq^ view that Brahman is by nature 
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like light. He says, Brahman is not like light because It 
cannot be reflected like light in water. Radiant objects liko 
the Sun, the Moon, etc., are reflected in water; but Brahman 
is not similarly reflected. Therefore, Brahman is not like light,^*’ 

This interpretation of Sutra 19 corresponds to what the 
Sutrakara says elsewhere in the Sutras regarding the 
of Brahman. Thus, it agrees with Sutra II. 3. 46 ( 

) and Sutras III. 2. 28-30 which first say that Brahman 
has the nature of light ( ^si^^-lll. 2. 28 ) and then refer to a 
denial of that view ( III. 2. 30 ) which is probably a reference 
to the Sutra under discussion ( Sutra III, 2. 19 ). 

( 36 ) For Sankara’s view on this Sutra see Note ( 7 ) 
on Bra. Su. III. 2. 20. According to him Sutra 19 is a 
and Sutras 20-21 give the 


( 10 ) Perhaps the Sutrahura bases his argument of 
on the story of ami in Cha. Upa. VIII. 7-9. 



SECTION II 
Sutras III. 2. 20-22 


( I 

( ft iT^ft ^ I 

TRANSLATION 

[ The Supreme Being J undergoes increment and 
decrement by becoming concealed. [ This ;is ] so, because 
of the propriety of [ explaining ] both [ increment and 
decrement of Brahman by Its concealing Itself J, 20 

and because the Sruti shows it, 21 

because [ the ^ruti ] denies that the Supreme Being is 
“ only so much as is referred to in the topic in hand {prakrta] ”, 
and then the Sruti says [ that It is something j more. 
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NOTES 

Sutra 20 

1. Regarding the Adhikarana formed by Sutras iJO-22 
see Note 12 under Sutra 21 and Note 16 under Sutra 22. 

2. After discussing whether the diflPeront states affect 

the Jiva or not, the Sutrakara discusses the same question 
with regard to the Para. The nature of the individual Soul 
so far as its inborn characteristics are concerned ( i. e. 
its ontology ) does not form part of the means of absolution 
( ) and has been therefore relegated to that chapter in 

which the Srutis about the creation of the world, etc. are 
discussed ( Bra. Su. II That part of the knowledge of 
the Jiva, viz,, its eschatology, which properly comes within the 
province of is dealt with in Bra. Su. III. 1 and III, 2. 

1-10, The knowledge of Brahman ( Bra. Su. III. 2. 11-41 ) 
and the details about the process of meditation on Brahman 
( Bra. Su. III. 3 ) are the most important part of the means 
of Moksa and therefore immediately follow the dicussion 
of the eschatology of the Jiva. In this connection it is 
worth noting that the statement of the knowledge of the Para 
begins with a discussion of the states of the Para because the 
discussion of the Jiva ends with that of his states. It is thus 
proper that after finishing the discussion of the states of the 
Para, the discussion of several other topics also connected 
with the states of the Para is taken up. And the first of 
these topics is about two out ot the six states, viz., and 

11. The fact that the Sutrakara relegates the discussion of the 
ontology of the Jiva to the instead of giving it a place in 

the shows that he did not look upon 3?? 

WU as the »T5RI^s “ cardinal aphorisms ''-a fact which detracts 
much of the importance attached to them by Sankara. 
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( Yaska I. 1. 1. ) so far as Brahman is subject to these 
( Bra. Su. III. 2. 20-23 ). The purpose is to prove that 
and fj;?! of Brahman are not due to the three states. 

3. ^% 5 W^TI^H! 7 “This expression would seem to mean 
and refer to the qHc’irnT of the Para, the Supreme 
Being. In Bra. Su. I. 4. 26 ( ) the Sutrakara 

says that the qfirnTTJT of Brahman is such that the effect ( 
or ) is also Atman. The cause ( Wfot ) is Atman and 
the effect (^f^) is also Atman (?T^riTR Upa. ) 

But, the Sutrakara probably means two of the six states 
mentioned by Yaska, viz., 5rR%sf^rT 

II. 2. 2 ). Sankara in his Comm, on Bra. 
Su. I. 1. 2 remarks 3Ti=%^fffcr 

I g 3Ti?r^, 

^iTl5«TJTRfm55PJ^^>t^0Ti^fqf^f^?rf^5n5n 
5r»T?ft sr i crig 

irs^r^, ?f I Though Sankara here says that these 

three states ( qRnriiT, 3T<7^tr ) are possible when the 

world has come into existence and continues to exist, it seems 
to us that the Sutrakara intends to consider them with respect 
to Brahman Itself. 

In the case of worldly objects, e. g., a jar, there is a 
produetion( ), then we talk of them as existing ( ) 

then as “ ” and subsequently in the case of worldly 

things we can explain how they increase and decrease ( 
and ) because in their case we also predicate a birth 

and death ( and ). But in the case of Brahman 

there is no birth and death and It is existence Itself so that 
we cannot demonstrate as a state in Its case. The 

Sutrakara has said that the world is the qRorm' of Brahman 
and has explained that qrRtJTR by saying that the effect ( ». e. 
the world ) of Brahman is also Brahman Itself. 

12. The Sutrakara seems to use in the sense in which it 

is used by Yaska. 
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qR<>nilRl-~Bra. Su. I. 4. 26 ). So he now explains only two 
states viz., Its development and decay ( and ) sub- 

sequent to Its changing Itself into the world ( Bra. Su. I. 1. 2 ), 

4. To take one example of 

and of Brahman, each of the series of IR:, 

upto snoi in Cha. Upa. VII is declared to be 

Brahman and each succeeding member of the series is stated 

to be or “ more ” ( further developed ) than each preceding 

one. We may say that in this series the snnr is “ Brahman ” 
( e., transformation or modification of Brahman ) in which 
Brahman is least concealed, ( See Sutra II. 1. 20 where we 
believe srpiT is given as an example which illustrates how 
Brahman and its effects are identical-sr^Ifq ). Similarly, we may 
say that in that series is a modification of Brahman in 
which Brahman is most concealed. Thus, Brahman undergoes 
9‘ in Its transformation as STior ) and ( e. g. 

in Its transformation as qR ) by becoming concealed 

( ». e., latent, STrervT?^ ). 

The application of of Brahman to the series 

of tTr, etc., is suggested to us by the of Sutra 22. 

But we may also illustrate the same by considering 

etc., as effects of Brahman. 

Accordingly, when ^ 13 , 3R5 and {Cf. Tai. 

Up. II. 1 and Cha. Upa. VI. 2 ) are created, we must say that 
each of these elements is “ Brahman ” f *. e., a transformation 
of Brahman ), and since each succeeding member in the 
series is grosser or more degenerate ( Brahman becomes 
) than each preceding one, we must say that in it 
Brahman becomes more and more concealed according to 
the Sutrakara. 

So, when there is a series in which Brahman is more 
developed ( ) e. g., in that of Cha. Upa. VII ( in*I upto 


4 
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SU'II ), Brahman is less and less concealed and when there is 
a series in which Brahman is more degenerate ( ) c. g., 
in the series of Tai. Upa. II. 1 or Cha. Upa. VI. 2, we must 
say that Brahman is more and more concealed. 

Thus, and can be properly explained, says the 
Sutrakara, as due to Brahman becoming concealed ( ). 

In the case of would be due to conglo- 

meration of 3 ? 3 S and to the division of the efifeot into its 
parts ( (7. /. i VaiSesika 

Shtra VII. 1-9. See Sa. Bhasya on Sutra II. 2. 11 ). The 
Samkhyas say that when stvjH develops into the world, there 
is growth ( ) and that growth is rather due to the 

revealing itself more and more, and that when the world 
dissolves itself, the conceals itself more and more and 

returns to the state of equipoise when none of its characteris- 
tics is manifest. The Sutrakara looks upon the states ( of 
increment and decrement ) following the change of Brahman, 
from a different stand-point and says that hoth are due to 
Brahman becoming concealed. 

5. in should refer to ff^and]|f^. 

The Sutrakara seems to mean that both the and of 

Brahman can be explained properly by the point of view that 
they take place by reason of Brahman becoming concealed 
If some one says that Brahman becomes manifest or 
reveals some of its traits when It creates the world, the Sutrakara 
would say that this self-manifestation ( ) is nothing 

but a comparatively lesser degree of concealment ( ). 

This would be so particularly when we consider that Brahman 
by Itself is All ( >jpq[;-Cha. Upa. VII. 23-24 ). Whenever It 
becomes anything or undergoes a change and subsequently 
appears to be increasing or decreasing, it is nothing but 

6a. g«iBr-To us the Sutrakara seems to use the word 

because it is likely that a Vedantin would take of 
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Brahman as due to Its becoming concealed but Its as due 
to Its becoming revealed, just as the followers of Sainkhya 
would do in the case of changing itself into the world 

and therefore the Sutrakara sounds a note of warning to a 
Vedantin by asking him to interpret hath a[^ and of 
Brahman as due to concealment, probably in the way in which 
we have explained these above, viz., is a lesser degree of 
concealment and a greater degree of concealment. It is 
not one ( ) but both of these two ( and ) which 

can be, in the case of srgiq,, explained as due to 

Brahman is possessed of ^ors ( e. g., ), 

which are manifest when Brahman is in its original state i. e., 
even before the creation takes place, unlike STVilR in which no 
ayjis are manifest ( except in the sense of and 

being its constituents ). Thus, in the case of it is 

the concealment ( of conoiousness and bliss ) which would 
make Brahman transformed into Its effects, while in the case 
of the would be transformed into 3r*T^ only 

when its various gors not manifest in its a!f5’JT^R5E>^T become 
manifest. 

6. The word occurs also in Bra, Su. II. 3. 53 

( ) where, it seems to us, we are told 
that the individual soul is only a likeness of the Supreme 
Being ( i. e., His likeness minus His powers ) not because of 
the Sruti teaching ( ) him to be so ( through the reflection 

of Brahman ), e. g., in the Katha Upanisad, but because of the 
concealment of Brahman. 

Therefore, Brahman conceals Itself and thereby becomes 
both and 

13. See Bra. Su.II. 1. 30, need not be changed to 

( See i^aiikara ) thus reducing the actual possession of powers to only 
latent powers; see II. 1. 37 also. 
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6o. In Sutra III. 2. 5 ( ^ fre«f 

) the Sutrakara has explained how the concealment 
[ of the real form ] is the cause of the bondage of the soul ; 
therefore, it is likely that in this Sutra ,( HI. 2. 20 ) he explains 
how “ concealment ” is the cause of and of Brahman. 

7. It should be noted here that before Sankara there 

was already a commentory on the Brahniasutra which held 
that the conscious Brahman became the cause of the inanimate 
world by concealing Its attribute of consciousness. Sankara 
mentions this view as the view of in his 

commentory on Bra. Su. II. I, 4 and he partly accepts that 
view as an interpretation of ( Tai, Upa. 

11. 6. 1 ) under Sutra II. 1. 6. 

8. Sankara takes Siitra 19 as a against the conclu- 

sion established in Sutra 18 as we have already stated under 
Note 36 of the preceding Adhikarana. He interprets Sxltras 
20-21 as a reply to that 

According to Sankara’s interpretation the opponent argues 
in Sutra 19 that the illustration of the reflection of the Sun 
in the water does not apply to Brahman, because Brahman 
cannot be understood “ like that ” and he points out the 
dissimilarities in the illustration and the illustrated. In the 
former the Sun, etc.^ have a material form and the water is 
'perceived to be different from the Sun and is also possessed 
of a material form. But, Atman has no material form, nor are 
different from Atman. Thus, Sankara overlooks the 
fact that in the Brahmasutra the word g is generally used for 
the purpose of the refutation of a and that 

should mean q in accordance with the context of 

the preceding Sutras ( 15-18 ) ; he interprets qrg as 
while the Sutra mentions only ST®. means, 

according to Sankara, 31*5 can be percieved while the Atman 
cannot be percieved but the non— perception of the as 
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different from Atman is not stated in the Sutra itself. Moreover, 
l^ahkara has already explained Sutra II. 3. 50 ( mm ) 
as stating how the individual soul should be understood to be 
a reflection of q?: like the reflection of the Sun in water 

( %q sftq: q?:»TicJT*ft ). Therefore* 

it is not possible that a on the same subject and a 

Refutation of it would recur in Sutras III. 2. 19-20. 

9. Sankara finds a refutation of the above tj^q^ in 

Sutra 20. reflection 

of the Sun being inside the water, undergoes increment and 
decrement, but the Sun really undergoes no change. As we have 
shown, the ij^q^ of Sutras 15-18 is refuted by the Sutrakara 
in Sutra 19, Sutra 20 has nothing to do with Sutra 19. 
There is no mention of either of 3155 or in Sutra 20. The 

in Sutra 20 should refer to the of 

Brahman, and being two out of the six states mentioned 
by Yaska. 3T5?(V?fqt«I should be explained here as in Sutra 
II. 3. 53 i. e. as Sankara says, “ q g 

”> but in fact the Sun does not seem to change 
illusorily even, and the »|^q^ also would not be so foolish 
as to say so, because it is the refection of the Sun which 
really changes. Sankara takes qvpr as referring to 
and but in the Sutra itself there is hardly any 

reference to any illustration ; rather on the strength of strictly 
following the context, qqq should mean gfec and ( of 
Brahman ). The word STfqqfq is explained by l^ahkara as 
There is no mention of even in any of the 
preceding Sutras. We have already given above the reasons for 
interpreting as becoming concealed; see also infra. 

Sutra 21 

I 

10. This Sutra gives a reference to a Sruti in which 
of Brahman is mentioned in order to explain qjqor: 
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Such a 6ruti seems to us to be 5 ^ 

3TiciT?r: srm 3n?)Rcr srrai^JTJfrj «rr«r5T 

«nfiT?R^ sin?»i<T 8IF1 3Ti?wH 3iTfe*rfwf?RV*n5n?»Tcfts9nTt?fl^ 
fe^rcsTWru^Tt «?«;mTc*raf»'5r»n?JRT: snrJRrV jr anrir^ 

m*nr«Rt> shot^t: q:%f li ( Cha. 

Upa. VII. 26. 1 ). 

The Sfitrakara refers to “ smiTJrt ” from 

this passage. He considers only the to be the cause 

of and undergone by Brahman. Not rarely does the 
Sutrakara accept only a part of a Sruti as valid while rejecting 
at the same time the other portion. Thus he rejects 

while he accepts STIvT'Sf as an attribute useful in the 
meditation on or 3T^q5|?l^ ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 12 ). He 

also rejects the Katha Upanisad view that is higher than 
BTsqTit or supsi. ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 31 ). He rejects the 

Mandukya Upanisad view of m favour 

of the Cha. Upa. view that Brahman is the same in all the 
states (III. 2. 11-18). So, the mentioned in this ^ruti is 

the self-concealment of Brahman which makes itself subject 
to development and decrease. “ sritiT?) STTfqvifqf^vn^ ” is 
preceded by snuT, sn^Tt, ^RK, STiqn^T, ^3t:, and sriq: which are 
mentioned in Cha. Upa. VII. 15, 14, 13, 12, 11, and 10 
respectively, and is followed by srt, q??, fqiTR, f^xT, ?iq:5q, 
Jr*!!, , ^rUT, ( qfq and which are mentioned in 

Cha. Upa. VII. 9, 8, 7, 6, 5, 4, 3, 2, and 1 respectively. Thus 
stirJRi; ” seems to have been placed almost 

mid-way between these topics in order to explain the creation 
of these effects of Brahman. The word aTirrvrfq of Bra. Su, 
III. 2. 20 and the sentence “ ?Tcft ^ ”, ( which is 

an expression almost verbally indentical with that in Cha. 
Upa. VII. 1-15 ) in Sutra III. 2. 22 suggest that Sutra 
III. 2. 21 refers to in Cha. Upa. VII. 22. 1. 

. That the Siitra contains the word sr^vrfg in place of the 
word in the ( Cha. Upa. VII, 22. 1 ) does 
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not detract from the value of our interpretation, because the 
Sutrakara not unfrequently uses in his Sutras a synonym of 
the original word in the Sruti in question. Thus, he uses 
for ainiii? ( Sutra I. 3. 10) and for ( Bra. Su. I. 1. 24 ). 

In the preceding Sutra the of Brahman, ( e. g., in the 
srniT form of^ Brahman ) was also explained as of 

Brahman. Thus, the Sutrakara has taken ( e. g. 

of Brahman in STfor) as the same as in a different 

degree “ because of the propriety of explaining both by Brahman 
becoming concealed. ” Thus, this Sutra may be interpreted, 
as we do, as referring to a Sruti in which both »nd 

are mentioned. The next Sutra ( 22 ) is a clear 
evidence for the exactness of the of this Sutra (21) 

suggested by us. It is, therefore, in complete harmony with 
the interpretation of 3t??TVT|q ( as explaining also ) in the 
preceding Sutra ( 19 ) that this Sutra ( 20 ) should refer to a 
Sruti with the expression 

11. According to Saiikara ‘ refers to a Sruti in 

which the entrance ( ) of into the body, etc., 

is mentioned. But it is not clear how can be taken 

as equivalent to ( ^51^3 

12. According to a predecessor of Sankara quoted by 
him, Sutras 11-14 form one Adhikarana and Sutras 15-21 
from another. Saiikara says that he himself is responsible 
for making only one Adhikarana of these two Adhikaranas. 
As there is ^ in Sutra 15, there is no doubt that that Sutra 
does not begin a new Adhikaraiia. But Sutra 20 seems 
to have no connection with Sutra 19, as we have already 
shown. Therefore Sutras 11-19 seem to have originally formed 
one Adhikarana. 

Sankara’s predecessor understood Sutras 11-14 as discussing 
whether Brahman was or and Sutras 

15-21 whether Brahman was or or both. Saiikara 
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takes Sutras 11-14 as establishing that Brahman is^ 
and Sutras 15-21 as explaining the Sankara 

differs from his predecessor only so far as the interpretation 
of the meant for ^9«TT is concerned; but 

as to the and the they are at one. 

Thus, the predecessor of Sankara also seems to have 
neither a correct tradition about the interpretation of in 

Sutra 11 or of in Sutra 16, nor a correct division 

of the Adhikaranas, if, as we suggest, Sutras 20- 22 form an 
independent Adhikarana. 

Sutra 22 

13. fs shows that this Sutra gives as argument for the 
statement in the preceding Sutra ( 21 ). Thus, Sutra 22 is 
like Sutra 14 which also explains the Sruti referred to in 
Sutra 13. 

14. sr%^>sjf^ and show that this Sutra refers to a 

Sruti ; and “ ^ ^ ” at once reminds us of wiw 

I and exactly similar passages 
which occur in Cha. Upa VII. 1-15. So it is very likely 
that this Sutra ( 22 ) refers to that Cha. Upa. text. 

15. “ sr^?Traft ” seems to refer to such 

sentences as ^TPPfrV ffcT WsiV in 

each of the sections of Cha. Upa. VII. 1-15. means 

“ Sl^nn: ” i- <i-, “ the fact that Brahman is ( only ) 

so much ( ) as is the topic in consideration ( sr^?r ) and 
nothing more. ” In each of these sections denies 

that Brahman is only HItT, etc., in so far as his reply 

to question regarding there being any form of Brahman 

“ more ” ( i. e. more developed ) than the topic in discussion, 
is in the affirmative. Each of »nJT, JT»Ts, etc. is said to be 
Brahman and is to be meditated upon as such. 

16. Each of «TT1T, etc. is said to be Brahman; each 
succeeding one is more developed than each preceding one. 
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Brahman is all these ( which are effects of Brahman ), and 
each preceding effect . of Brahman is less developed than each 
succeeding one. This shows that Brahman conceals itself to 
a certain extent to become each of these. When the conceal- 
ment is less, the form of Brahman is superior or higher, in 
other words, Brahman is more developed in it, and when 
more, the form resulting is inferior or lower, in other words, 
Brahman decreases in it. Thus, both and of Brahman 
are dependent respectively upon less and more concealment 
of Brahman Itself. Therefore, this same series illustrates 
both the and of Brahman. is superior to siiq: 

( Cha. Upa. VII. 10-11 ), because in '^3r: Brahman is less 
concealed than in srtq:. According to the Sutrakara 
and 3Tiq: and every of Brahman are Brahman, as is 
stated in this Sruti [ Cha. Upa. VII ), and also in many other 
Srutis. Brahman in the form of water “ decreases more ” 
than Brahman in the form of light, because in the former 
Brahman is more concealed than in the latter. The same 
rule is to be applied to the other forms of Brahman 
such as ^tc., which are not mentioned in Cha, Upa. VII. 

The concealment expressed in Cha. Upa. VII. 26 by the 
word with reference to siioi, etc., upto iifJT ( and 

) is, according to the Sutrakara, illustrated and 
explained in Cha. Upa. VII. 1-15. This is how Sutra 22 
seems to us to explain Sutra 21. The of ‘‘ Brahman 

being only as much as 5n*T, etc. ’’ and the statement of there 
being another principle identical with Brahman, which is 
“ more ” than the preceding one proves that Brahman 
assumes all these superior and inferior forms owing to 
different degrees of concealment. This is how the Sutrakara 
seems to interpret the Sruti. 

15a. The Sutrakara gives Sutra 22 in order to explain 
the Here the Sutrakara seems to interpret 

B . . . i 
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from his own stand-point the Cha. Upa, text in order to show 
how Brahman is all things in the world. 

16. Thus, the of Sutra 20 is supplied by a Sruti 

referred to in Sutra 21 and that Sruti is explained by the 
statement of Stitra 22. This shows that Sutras 20-22 form 
an independent topic or Adbikarana. This would prove that 
Sutra 20 begins an Adhikarana and is not related directly 
with Sutra 19. ‘ g ’ in Sutra 19 and absence of gr in Sutra 20 

also go to prove the commencement of a new Adhikarana. 
The connection of the Sruti referred to in Sutra 22 with that 
in Sutra 21 shows that Sutra 22 is a part of the same Adhi- 
karana as Sutra 21, and does not begin an Adhikarana as is 
understood by Saiikara. 

17. According to Sankara this Sutra begins a new Adhi- 

karana, as noted above. He takes this Sutra as referring to 
Br. Upa. II. 6. 6, vk., “ 51 

sriuTi I 

I 

The Sutra, says Saiikara, discusses the topic ( ) of 

negation in ^f?T. He says that negatives 

i. e. the two and mentioned in Br. Upa. II, 6. 

Thus, Sankara does not take into consideration 
‘ ’ in in the Siitra. ‘ JT^arTI^Tt ff ’ 

would mean that the Sruti negatives the fact that [ Brahman ] 
is only this much as is the subject in hand ( and not more ); 
this would ultimately mean that [ Brahman ] is more than this, 

I 

By dropping the sense of “ ” Sankara has brought out 

quite a different sense from what it would have been otherwise. 
It comes to this that by ‘ the Sutrakara simultaneously 
accepts both, viz., Brahman is the STf;?r ( the topic in hand ) 
and also “ more " than that; while Sankara by dropping the 
sense of the termination ‘ ’ asserts only the existence of 

that which is “ more. ” Also “ cTicTt ^ ’* shows 
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that “ ’’ means the inclusion of “ more ” rather 

than the exclusion of the matter in hand ( ). There is 
no word in the Sutra which would suggest a reference to the 
of Sankara ( By. Upa. II. 6. 6 ). Moreover, no ques- 
tion as to the topic of negation is likely to arise regarding 
that Sruti, because is explained as “ ‘ iT ’ ffa = 

i- e. not indeed ( other higher ) than 
this ( exists ), therefore ( ), ‘ Sankara’s interpretation 

in which he adds ‘ ’ ( sT 

) and explains as q jq: 

can hardly be accepted as a literal explanation of 
the ^ruti in question. ‘ ?Tgr: ’ in the Sutra, means 
according to Sankara ; ^TcTs means “ after that negation. ” 
And he refers ‘ cr?ft ^ ’ to ‘ ’ in Br. 

Upa. II. 6. 6. 

Sankara explains the Sruti in a different way also, in 
which ‘ in the Sruti refers to instead of to 

^prr:. In this case ?r?it cNIfIr ^ 535 : is to be taken as 
referring to ( 3T«nTfJT^»3— ^Tcqfjrf^ STT^fT % ^Trq 

^qf%q 

Sankara’s conclusion from the argument in the Sutra 
( viz., ) would 

show that the Sutra ought to have been at the very beginning 

^ I , , 

of the book, had it the meaning Sankara sees in it. 



SECTION III 


Sutras III. 2. 23-30 

( ft I 

( ) 3rft ! 

( ft I 

( ^VS ) 3«T^5iiq^?jTT;rftf«J^^ I 
( Rc ) 5r5Ri?jT«R^§-r I 

( ) T^^5T I 

( I 

TRANSLATION 

IT is the Unmanifest, because the Sruti says so; 23 
and [ it remains the Unmanifest ] even when realized 
in ecstacy of the meditator according to Sruti and Smrti; 24 
and there is no differentiation [ in Brahman ] as in 
the case of light, etc. ; and light [ is realized ] by repeated 


practice of the act [ of seeing ] ; 25 

[ Piirvapaksa ] — h'rom this [ Unmanifest ] | the released 
soul goes to and unites] with the Infinite \i.e. Purusa], 
because there is indicatory sentence to that effect ; 26 

[ Siddhanta ] — But Brahman is like the serpent and 
also like its coil, because of the mention of both [ the 
Unmanifest and the Infinite ] ; 27 

or, it is [ two-fold ] like light and its source, because 
of Its characteristic of being light ; 28 

or, rather as in the former [ illustration ] ; 29 

and because of the negation [in K^tha Upa. VI. 9]. 30 



NOTES 

Sutra 23 


1. It seems to us that this Sutra begins a new Adhi- 

karana. There is in Sutra 22, which shows that it is to be 
connected with the preceding Sutra. There is no ^ or any 
other adjunctive in Sutra 23 to connect it with Sutra 22. On 
the contrary, there is a proposition in it, viz., followed 

by an argument ( sns fs ) ; so it seems to begin a fresh Adhi- 
karana, like Sutras III. 2. 1, III. 2. 31, III. 2. 38. 

2. Brahman is the Unmanifest or Brahman is an 
unmanifest principle. Other principles in Vedanta are .manifest ; 
Brahman alone is unmanifest. The Smrti like Bha. Gi. VIII. 
18-21 mentions two 3T5?l^s, but the Sfitrakara admits only one 

viz., the qr! of Bha. Gi. VIII. 20, the lower 

which is the principle called sr^fa is identified by the Siitra- 
kara with Brahman itself ( Vide Sutra I. 4. 23 ff. ) 

3. sn? fk — Sruti mentions only one viz,, the tn 

of the Bha. Gi. Thus, the Katha Upa. says : — 

q^m q^ qtt qfk: n 

( Ka. Upa. HI. 11 ) 

And further on, the same Upanisad mentions the arsq^ 
as follows: — 

( Ka. Upa. III. 15 ) 

This verse shows that the principle called srsqqq and said 
to be higher than is Brahman. The Sutrakara seems to 
draw attention to the Katha text by particulary saying ** fk * » 
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4. Sankara quotes several Srutis, in none of which the 

word occurs. The reason why he does not quote the 

Katha Sruti in which the very word occurs seems to us 

to be his explanation of Bra, Su. I. 4. 1-7. 

Sutra 24 

5. *sr— Brahman is the Unmanifest, but some one may 

think that it may become manifest ( ) in the meditation 

of a seeker. But the Sutra kara says that even in the medita' 
tion when Brahman is realized, It is realised as the Unmanifest. 
It always remains the Unmanifest, So Brahman is the Un- 
manifest and remains the same also in the ecstacy or propitiation 
of a devotee. 

6. — Instead of using the usual word the 

Sutrakara uses the word Why ? ( Also see infra Note 8. ) 

t 

7. — The Sruti shows that even in meditation when 
Brahman is realised, it remains as the Unmanifest. The 

I 

Sotrakara may be referring to a Sruti like Ka. Upa. IV. 1, 
which is quoted by Sankara. ‘ The wise one sees the inner 
Self with his eyes closed \ The tact that Brahman is seen ‘ with 
eyes closed ’ proves that Brahman remains even in 

the meditation. Brahman can not be seen or realised like 
manifest things. 

8. — This seems to be a reference to such a Smyti 
text as follows : — 

^ ii ( Bha. Gi. VII. 24 ) 

Verse 22 of Bha. Gi. VII which preceds this verse refers 
to propitiation ( ) of deities. So, verse 24 also should 
be taken as referring to and as saying that even in 

( Of- of the Sutra ) the Lord remains 

but ignorant people take him to be 
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In the eleventh Adhyaya of the Bhagavadgita ( verse 8 ), 
31 ^ was shown by the Lord His own celestial form but before 
that he was given celestial eyes and was told that it was not 
possible to see the Lord with his own eyes. This also shows 
that Brahman is ‘ not manifest ’ to the eye of the 

human being. 

Thus, Brahman is ( Sutra 23 ) and remains 

even in propitiation or ecstacy when it is realised, according 
to Sruti and Smfti. 

9. Sankara says that at the time of propitiation Brahman 
is seen by the devotee or the yogin. He takes “ srfti ” in th^ 
sense of “ but ” which is never the sense of aifq. The force 
of seem to us to be that by nature Brahman is Unmani- 
fest ( Sutra 23 ) and also in meditation It remains the same. 

The next Sutra also supports this view. 

Sutra 25 

10. This Sutra makes two statements, and it seems to 

us that the first statement is intended to explain how Brahman 
can be the unmanifest principle and the second how Brahman 
can remain even in propitiation or meditation. 

11. without any difference 

in itself ( ) or without any internal difference ( ) 

just like light, etc, A thing which is 5 ?JtR has got some 
differentiation, i. e., internal difference, whereby its parts can 
be distinguished and the object can be said to be manifest. 
Brahman is ( and impartite ). This is the way in which 

the unmanifestness of Brahman is to be understood. In light 
there is no distinction ; light is the same wherever it falls and 
it is not possible to distinguish parts or shape in light. 
Brahman is in the sense in which light, etc., are 

11a. ‘ — is an explanation of Sutra 23 

while si<i;(5r« explains Sutra 24. 
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12. Jwrrena This explains how Brahman 

remains STS^irU even in meditation. ST^n^ can be gazed at through 
repeated practice in the act of seeing it. Thus, when by long 
practice one is able to gaze at the Sun or Sun-light, it is visualised 
to be also unmanifest or without any distinction ( ) in itself. 

Similarly Brahman is realized in propitiation. Brahman is a 
reality and, therefore, it is realized, but the realization does not 
make Brahman or manifest ( visible to the physical eye ). 

13. in STW^rif^ seems to refer to such things in 

which there is no distinction ( ). Such things are 
perhaps etc. Perhaps the following verse from 

the Sve. Upa. may he useful here : — 

( Sve. Upa. II. 11 ) 

The word in the Sutra may be taken to correspond 

to the word 3HT55 in this verse. In Brahman there is no 
as there is none in STfT®, srRtSf, ^tc. 

Therefore, Brahman is 

14. According to Sankara Sutra 25 discusses whether 

the individual soul and the Supreme Soul are different because 
in Sutra 24 they are referred to as the propitiator and the 
one to be propitiated in so far as propitiation or is 

mentioned in it. It would be very strange if such a question 
would be taken up here. The question of the identity of the 
soul with is discussed in Bra. Su II. 3. 28-82 and 

should be discussed properly in Bra. Su. II. 3, because that 
Pada discusses such questions as the being an snjT of 

God, a likeness of God, etc. But Saiikara finds it discussed 
or hinted not in that Pada at all but in other places in the 
Brahmasutra, such as Sutra II. 1. 22, III. 2. 27. 

Sankara takes aft^Rr, etc. by and adds ( 

) There is no 
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justification in the Sutra for this addition. is interpreted by 

him as Thus he makes out 

a plural number out of the singular of and gives quite a 
novel sense to the word. To us it appears that means 

action corresponding to the action of mentioned in the 

preceding Sutra. Instead of connecting and 

^aiikara completes the sentence by adding 
after and he takes separately as meaning 

Sutra 26 

15. ‘ 3f<f: ’ seems to refer to 3T5?]raJ, the topic of this 
Adhikarana. And, as there is g in the following Sutra, this 
Sutra seems to be a 

16. ‘ 3T?TJ 5fr»r*a5T ’ seems to mean “ from this 3TS?rrf>, one 
is united with the Infinite. ” 

17. 35IT fk fsff*!. — This is a reference to a Sruti in which 
3 T 5 q^ ( referred to by 3i?i; ) and eTiffrT are mentioned. The 
reference seems probably to have been made to 

3Tsqw^ qsc; 3 ^^ ^ I 

Katha Upa. VI. 8. 

in the Sutra stands for sqi'qqi in this verse. The 
Sutrakara often makes such changes ( Vide Note 10 on Sutra 
21, PP. 30-31). In this verse it is stated that who is omni- 
present ( sqiqqj ) is higher than STsq'qj, and that by knowing 
him one gets immortality. So the opponent in Sutra 26 seems 
to argue that from the Unmanifest (SHTJ) one reaches or unites 
with the 3 TJl??Tor sqiq^3^ according to this Sruti. Sutra 26 uses 
as a name and the word in the next Sutra ( 27 ) 

also shows that by awfer some name ( jqq who is sqiq«B ) is 
meant in Sutra 26. As will be clear from our interpretation 
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of Sutras 27-30, the view of this Sutra seems to have a 

threefold implication : ( 1 ) that from there is a further 

progress to 5^, ( 2 ) that 3^ has a form ( a fact admitted 
by the Sutrakara ) and, therefore, he is and ( 3 ) that 

5I5rs^ is not or The first and last implications 

are discussed by the Sutrakara in Sutras III. 2. 31-36 and 
III. 2. 37, and the middle one in Sutras III. 2. 27-30. 

17rt. For Sankara’s view on Sutra 26 see infra Note 22. 

Sutra 27 

18. g shows that this is a and the preceding 

Sutra a 

19. — The Sutrakara seems to mean that 

Brahman itself its called and also 5^ ( lit. ); both 

are the names given to the Supreme Being. 

20. Brahman is like 3(if5, the serpent, and 
like 3:0555, the coil of a serpent. When we use the word 

we do not refer to any form or figure or posture of the serpent 
in particular, but when we use the word 3:0555 we refer to the 
coiled form of a serpent. Thus, though the two different 
names are used, the individual is one and the same. 

The Sutrakara argues that as in the above example, 3T5 ^r> 
and 3^5 are two names of the same Brahman. The difference 
between the exact significance of the two names is like that 
between srfs and ^^555. Thus, the attainment of 3^ is not 
different from that of 5 either is the attainment of Brahman. 

21. Sutra 27 seems to have been referred to by Sutra 
III. 3. 8. 

22. ‘ 355: ’ in Sutra 26 does not refer to according 

to Sankara who interprets it as “ 

^ and are not at all mentioned in the 

preceding Sutras and therefore sR! cannot refer to them. 
Satikara quotes a Sruti in which neither ( referred to 
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by 9Rr: ) nor or its equivalent ( e. ff. ) is found. 

He also adds tpU^TT " after 3TH?%tr, as we do owing 

to the instrumental singular form of 

Sankara does not take Sutra 26 as a ^^<7^ as is suggested 
by g in Sutra 27. 

23. According to Sankara this Sutra gives another view 

regarding the relation of the worshipped and the worshipper 
( ). Inspite of g in this Sutra Sankara does 

not interpret this Sutra as a refutation of any ‘ ’ 

according to him refers to ( 1 ) the statement of between 
tn:7TIrtl^ and and ( 2 ) the statement of between the 

same. We have already stated that this topic is discussed in 
Sutra III. 3. 28-32. Sankara explains the example of 

very briefly in the words “ 

g ’’ ( Vide Note 29 under Sutra 29 ). 

Sutra 28 

24. This Sutra refutes in another way the that 

from a meditator unites with the ar^^frT or i. e. g;5'7 

expressed in Sutra 26. 

25. The Sutrakara seems to say that is like light 

and 5^*7 is like the resort of light ; thus, for example, the two 
are like the light of the Sun and the solar orb in which the light 
is centred. In Sutra 25, the is compared with light. 

26. — “ Because Brahman is of the nature of 
light”. The Cha. Upa. explains Brahman to be^^St: ( Cha. 
Upa. VIII. 6. 3-g§t t^q u:q ) There are other Srutis which 
also show that Brahman is of the nature of light. ( See the 
Srutis and Sm^tis quoted under Sutras 16-18 ). Thus, because 
Brahman is of the nature of light, we may say that sisq^ is light 
and is a resort of light. Thus, the two are not different. 

27. Sankara explains as q«ir 

'^qfirSTf^ I ( See Note 29 on Sutra 29 ). 
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Sutra 29 

28. In Sutra 29 the Stitrakara shows his preference for 
the analog'y mentioned in Sutra 27, The Supreme Being is. like 

and like because it is called srstfw and respec- 
tively, the one being and the other In Sutra 

28 the analogy of and its sriwq' was given on the ground 

that Brahman is of the nature of but the Sutrakara has 

already said that Brahman is not of the nature of because 
it cannot be reflected like in water ( Sutra 19 above ). 

Brahman is described in Sruti and Snifti to be light ( Sutra 
16-17 ) and like light ( Sutra 18 ). For this reason the 
Sutrakara gives the illustration of srqn? and and, 

without rejecting it, preferes the illustration of and 
It would thus seem that Sutra 28 presents the view of 

29. Sankara takes as a reference to Sutra 25 

( as interpreted by him ). So, according to him, Sutra 29 
means that “ the relation of and is what it is 

stated to be in Sutra 25. Sankara explains here the application 
of the two illustrations in Sutras 27-28. According to him, 

corresponds to srfs and to which is 

a particular posture ( ) of ; and in the second 

example qTlTIrlTS^ corresponds to and to 

( of or of ? ). In either case the individual 

soul would be a really bound soul, and therefore his release 
by taught in the Scripture would be improper. All this 
is Sankara’s own criticism of the illustration given in Sutras 
27-28; the Sutra (29) itself says nothing about them, nor does 
Saiikura quote any other Sutra in favour of his criticism. 

Sutra 30 

80. In Sutra 26 ( few*!. I )> opponent 

tried to show that from the Unmanifest a liberated soul would 
unite with the Infinite i. e. with the 3 ^, on the strength of 
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Ka^ha Upa. VI. 8. In Sutra 27, the Sutrakara says that 
Brahman is called both and 5 ^ therefore it is like 

and so that and 3 ^ are not different and 

therefore a meditator does not go to and unite with the 

from the srstTrR. In Sutra 28, he gave another example about 
the unity of Brahman whether it be called 3T5?i^ or g^. In 
Sutra 29 he showed his preference for the example in Sutra 27 . 

In Sutra 30, the Sutrakara gives his reason for preferring 
the analogy in Sutra 27 to that in Sutra 28. srf^ef in Sutra 
30 seems to us to be a reference to H ?r«n'r^ in Sutra 19 
( «T ), which denies the ( ». e. 

) of Brahman. Thus, the analogy based upon of 

Brahman ( Sutra 28 ) is not the view favoured by the Sutrakara. 

31. The word ‘ used with reference to g5«r and 

the distinction between the and g^^ which the 

tries to make out on the strength of that word in Katha 
Upa. VI. 9 seem to be the ground for inserting Sutra 37 
because the omnipresence ( ), which is not explained 

here ( in Sutras 27-30 ) has been explained in Sutra 37 by 
pgfufijig a similar to that in Sutra 26. A.S 3T»f«T in Sutra 

37 indicates, for the Sutrakara, it is more convenient to refute 
the supposed “ limitedness ” ( of ) after 

refuting the supposed of ggq as compared with 

32. We have interpreted in the light of the context 

of Sutras 19 and 28. Sankara explains as 

and refers it to Br. Upa. III. 7. 23, etc. To us it seems that here 
there is no question of which of course is mentioned 

in Bra. Su. HI. 2. 36. Here a as an argument for 

favouring the illustration of Sutra 27 seems to have been meant 
by the Sutrakara and the reference seems to be to Sutra 19. 
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Sutras II U 2. 31-36 

(\l) | 

( 3.5? ) I 

< I 

( I 
( V \ ) I 

( I 

TRANSLATION 

[ Purvapaksa ]-There is ( a higher ) Brahman [ or there 
is a higher aspect of Brahman ] which is higher than this 
{ Unmanifest ), because of the mention of [ the Unmanifest 
as ] a bridge, that of its measure, that of the connection 
[ of the individual soul with the Unmanifest ] and that 
of the difference [ between the Unmanifest and the higher 


one viz., the Purusa]. 31 

[ Siddhanta ]-But, because [ the designation of a bridge 
is I common [ to the Unmanifest and the Purusa ] ; 32 

[ the mention of its measure ] is for the purpose of 
a notion [ under which Brahman is meditated upon ] like 
[ the mention of ] the quarters [ for example, in the 
Purusasukta J ; 33 

[ the mention of the connection of the individual soul 
with the Unmanifest is j due to a particular state [ of the 
individual soul]; 34 

and [ the mention of the difference of the Unmanifest 
and the Purusa is ] due to the explicability [ of the 
Unmanifest as the light, etc., ( L e. ahi ) [ and that of the 
Purusa as the prakasairaya, i. e. kuqdala, ] ; 35 

also because of the denial [ by the Sruti ] of [ a 
principle ] other [ than Brahman ]. 36 



NOTES 


Sutra 31 

\ 

1. An important Purvapaksa is stated and refuted here 

in as many as seven Sutras ( Bra. Sti. III. 2. 31-37 ). An 
opponent is here said to hold the view that the Supreme 
Being ( 5^ ) is higher than ( param ) the Unmanifest dealt 
with in the preceding Sutras. The arguments-four in number— 
of the opponent do not contain such arguments as ‘ the 
Unmanifest is the ’. It is not likely that any of these 

arguments could have been put forth by a Samkhya. The 
number of the arguments of the and those of the 

shows that the is not “ an imaginary opposition 

presented by the Sutrakara to make his doctrine clear to the 
reader ” The argument of the Sutrakara 

that the Upanisads deny the existence of the second Brahman 
( Bra. Su. III. 2. 36 ) shows that the opponent argues in 
favour of tv;o final ( conscious ) principles, one of which is 
higher than the other ( q?:*igr;-in Sutra 31). 

2. — refers to the described in Sutra 23-30. 

In' our opinion this important point of context should not be 
overlooked ( See other STItras where 3 IcT: occurs ). 

3. “ [ There is another principle which is ] higher 

than this. ” The ’jj^f^s^does not argue that the other ultimate 
principle, the existence of which he is upholding is on an 
equal status with the Unmanifest, as could have been the 
argument of a Samkhya. On the contrary he says that this 
principle is higher than the Unuianifest. ‘ q?: ’ does not seem 
to mean only “ ” but it means another higher. Of. 

q^J. is mentioned in Sutras 23-30 and 

subsequently q^c is mentioned in Sutra 31. In Sutra 37, the 
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Sutrakara gives an by which he applies the conclusion 

of Sntras 31-36 to prove that the 3(TS?r^<T in Bra. Su. Ill 2. 23 
is or omnipresent. This fact also seems to us to 

indicate that in ( SOtra 31 ), according to the Sutra- 

kara means higher than, because Sutra 37 implies that the 
was thought of by the to be a limited principle. 

3<». — The means that “ the Supreme Being 

is higher than this ” We have shown above that this 

implies a belief in two Supreme Realities, viz., 
and 2^. The has already agreed that the Supreme 

One is in Bra. Su. III. 2. 23 and now he says that 

there is a Supreme One higher than this So, according 

to this ^<7^, there are two Realities and of which 

the latter is higher than the former. The 2^175? may also 
mean that there is only one Reality which has two aspects 
3I3«7^ and of which the latter is higher than the former. 
The former view is that of the Later Mahabharata; the 
latter view is held by the Earlier Metrical Upanisads and 
the Bhagavad Gita.i* The Sutrakira accepts neither of these 
views because according to him there is only one Reality 
which has two aspects of equal status. Thus, according to the 
Brahmasutra and 3^ are two names or aspects of the 

same Brahman, neither being higher than the other. 

4. I— As the argues that 

the Supreme Being is higher than this Unmanifest ( 373^^ ), 
it seems to us that all these four reasons ( ^gs’7i7^5r, 

and w^s?7t7^5T ) are taken from a Sruti or Srutis 
which allude to theiu with reference to the ais^rtfT. Such a text 
is only the Katha Upanisad as we have stated in the notes on 
Sutra HI. 2. 23. This latter Sutra ( III. 2. 23 ) which mentions 
31<5q^ seems to refer to that same text because we think 
that in all the Sutras which give the expression “ 3715 ” we 

have a reference to a text in which the very word as is 

14. Vide the author's Aksara: A forgotten chapter 
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mentioned in the Sutra in question occurs.^® The following 
explanations of the four given in Sutra 31 would, we 
believe, be a further substantiative proof of the above suggestion 
of ours which we make only on the ground of the context 
of “ 31^: ” in that Sutra. 

5, — There are several Srutis in which the 

word ^ occurs with reference to Brahman ( 1 ) sriciTt 

cT^a: I 

16. This can be shown by a comparison of the Sutras having 
the expression with their respective We give 


below a table of the same: — 

I 

( 1 ) Wf I II. 3. 10 
( The preceding Sutra, 3TW- 

?r^>sg<rq%:, refers to Uff). 

( 2 ) sfstr? f| I III. 2. 1. 


( 3 ) ^ I III. 2. 16 ( aft 
refers to in the preceding 
Sutra — I ) 

(4) f?i m i. 2. 3. 

( 5 ) aiPr 'ft a«ii sir? II IV. 4. 15 
( refers to ^ 31^11% 

in Sutra IV. 2. 6 ). 

( 6 ) Ir^ni i iv, 4. lO 
( refers to the absence 
of body mentioned in SGtra 
IV. 4. 13 ). 

( 7 ) ^ I 

IV. 4.19. 


fefT^Sf ‘6^sg?3rcl’ I 

1. IV. 3. 9. 3 U5r 3 wqlnt 
3 qvsfi^ 

II f. IV. 3. 10. 

5151 Ira I f. 3. IV. 4. 7. See 
our Notes on Siitra III. 2. 16. 
Why for a^i^r ? 

»T5^T: I %Z. 3. HI. 11. 

tT«3Tr ^iqrq. i sr. vi. 16. 2. 

See our Notes on Siitra IV. 2. 15. 

ai«ITW5rftfts^iI-. Jiml ^51^ ^51 tr^ I 

f. IV. 4. 7. 

Some Sruti describing the 
to be permanent is refeired to. 
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•w jrsr^Jt^s « 

( Cha. Upa. VIII. 4. 1-2 ). With regard to this 'Sruti it has 
been decided in Bra, Su. 1. 3, 14-21 that ^5^ which is called 
and in this Sruti is the Supreme Being. 

The opponent did not raise an objection there on the ground 
of the ^5?: being called So it is not likely that the ^5^ 

could be the text in Bra. Su. III. 3. 31. ( 2 ) 

ws ^ sti^aj ii 

n ( Mu. Upa. II. 2. 5 ). This Sruti has 
been discussed in Bra. Su. I. 3. 1-7 and therefore would not 
be a in Bra. Su. III. 3, 31. ( 3 ) ^ qi Hq iT5I*nf 

qtsq 

qqf 5Jtq:TmJT^^^iq...ii( Br. Upa. IV. 4. 22 ). It 
is not possible that this text could supply the in Bra. 

Su. III. 3. 31. ( 4 ) q: %r55f^5TRRitT^^ 9r§Tq?q?:«i.i 
qK II ( Kutha Upa. III. 2 ). Out of these 

Srutis it is particularly the Katha Sruti ( III, 2 ) to which the 
'I^q^ in Sutra 31 seems to refer, because in Katha Upa. III. 
11 the word 3T5qtK in the sense of occurs and that STsq^ 
is here declared to be ^g. sl§I ( Katha Upa, III. 2 ) is 

the same as atsqq; of the Sutrakara since STsqqj is the Supreme 
Being (See Note 3 on Bra. Su. III. 2. 23; also see infra Note 11 
on ^^sqq^?[r ). Therefore on the strength of Katha Upa. III. 2 
one may argue that in the Katha Upa. the Unmanifest is 
declared to be a bridge ( ). The idea ^g ( bridge ) implies 

that those who cross the bridge reach a destination beyond 
the bridge. Similarly the ^4q^ argues that since, STsq^cr is 
declared to he a ^g, the supreme principle must be beyond 
the STsqqcf, i. e. the g^q is beyond STSqqcl. As stated in 
Sutra III. 2. 26, it was a belief that from the 3Tsqq?r a seeker 
went to the g^q. This is also the purport of the argument 
that the Supreme Being is higher than the Unmanifest ( Sutra 
III. 2. 31 ). Thus, the gqq^ of Su. III. 2. 31 supports our 
interpretation of Sutra III. 2. 26 which is a g^q^ according 
to us. Now since a seeker was believed to progress from 
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ais*|sra to ( that was higher than ), the used 

the text declaring to be a to prove that the Supreme 

Being was higher than the 

This argument was met with by the saying that 

5 ^ is also declared equally to be a In other words, 

is common to both and 555 ^ both of which are 

aspects of Brahman ( Cf. Bra. Su. III. 2 . 32 ). 

6 . The way of arguing adopted by Sankara that the 

destination may be cannot even remotely be drawn oiit 

from the Sutra. Rather “ ’’ in the Sutra indicates that 

the one beyond this STsqqa’ Brahman ( ) is also Brahman 

or at least a conscious principle because the here is 

one who has accepted arsqqri as Brahman and then argues 
that the Supreme One is higher than this ( Unmanifest ). 

7. — This should mean that the STsqqcT is 

declared to be limited or measured. There are several Srutis 
in which Brahman is declared to have a “ measure ” or to be 
limited.-(l) 5 f?I^ ^ 

» ( Cha. Upa. 

VIII. 1. 1 ); ( 2 ) 5^^ q^q 3q?q^ fqgfq I 

q qqt ll ( Ka^a. Upa. lY. 12-13); 

( 3 ) q 5 ^ qq 

( Cha. Upa. IV. 14. 1 ); ( 4 ) qq ^ sTTfqTqrf^^Softqisi. 

qqisq ^'5qi5T qqmi’qisrr qq w 

sqiqp^f^qi 3qiqR5qfi:^Wiqi^?^ sqiqi^TVql 55V%«q! (Cha. Upa 
III. 14. 3 ). 

In these or other passages Brahman or Atman is declared 
to be of the size or measure of the heart, of a thumb, of an 
eye, etc. But it seems to us that out of all these Srutis, it is 
the Katha Sruti ( IV. 12-13 ) only, to which the »jqq^ in Bra. 
Su. III. 3. 21 is likely to refer, because only that Sruti 
mentions Brahman as 5 fTsqq?r. Thus, qrqiqsqq^^jf seems to us to 
be a reference to the description of this as “ 
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” ( Katha Upa. IV. 12 and 13 ). We have shown else- 
where ( Vide our notes on in Bra. Su. III. 3. 39 ) that 

Bra. Su. 1. 3 is devoted to the discussion of such Srutis as 
contain the word and are therefore taken by the Sutrakara 
as pertaining to the aspect of Brahman in his discussion 

of those Srutis (in Bra. Su. I. 3) but may be taken as mentioning 
the or aspect of ( as the Sutrakara 

says in Sutra III. 3. 39 ). In fact the Sutrakara has discussed, 
in our opinion, in Bra. Su. 1. 3 such as the 

sought to interpret as dealing with and has established 

by arguments ( in Bra. Su. I. 3 ) that they deal with 
aspect, but has allowed ( in Bra. Su. III. 3. 39 ) their use in 
the meditation on the aspect ( See our Notes on that 

Sutra ). Thus, it seems to us that the opponent took 
g^^q to be different from g^ ( Katha Upa. VI. 8 — 

Sutra III. 2. 26 ) and argued that g^J was the 

The Sutrakara took to be an aspect viz., 

the snnq?!, aspect of Brahman, but the opponent took 
to be one Brahman and g^ to be another Brahman because 
he believed to be lower than g^ ( Sutra III. 2. 31 ), 

In order to prove this belief the gtw makes use of the fact 
that the gdsqrf) Sruti mentions 5^ and also 

g^q. The word is etymologically connected with the 

word irBjq in srfjl^s ( Bra. Su. I 3. 24 ) which discusses 

this very Katha Sruti. This connection also may be taken as 
an indication in favour of our identification of the Sruti referred 
to by ^JTr»f«qq^5T with Katha Upa. IV. 12 and 13. Because 
STsqrR is declared to be limited, the Supreme Being is 
higher than that i. c., g?^ in Katha Upa. III. 11 (or 

sqi'TO g^ as in Katha VI. 8 ) is higher than 3T«q^ as Stated 
in Katha Upa. III. 11. 

The Sutrakara refutes this argument of the by saying 

that this is for the purpose of forming a notion 

about Brahman, just as the mention of qi^s or quarters of the 
g;5q ( the aspect of Brahman ). 
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8. Sankara illustrates the by quoting a single 

Sruti in which Brahman is said to be This does not 

seem to us to be a happy quotation in as much as that very 
Sruti ( of smrq: ) is used by the Sutrakara in order to 

refute the objection of ( See Sutra 33 ), by saying that 

the measure ( ) is merely meant for the formation of 

a notion in meditation. According to Sankara, the 
argues that because Brahman is ‘ measured, ’ there should be 
another principle than that Brahman, just as the measurement 
of a particular thing in the world implies the existence of 
several other things as well. This does not seem to us to 
bring out exactly the point of the Rather the latter 

means that because arsqqcT accepted by the Sutrakara as 

is said to be ‘ measured ’ in the STeqq^ ^ruti, there should be 
another Brahman which is unthout measure. 

9. — There are a number of Srutis which say 

that the individual soul in bondage is associated with Brahman 
( I ) ^IrTT «Tq% ( Cha. Upa, VI. 8. 1 ), ( 2 ) 

STimi sn^qRqqr ^qR^^r; ( Bra. Upa. IV. 3. 21 ), ( 3 ) 
qqqqqi: shtt: qq q fqfqf5q...( Cha. 

Upa.- VIII. 3. 2 ). 

As the reply to this objection in Bra. Su. III. 2. 34 
( which we read as only ) shows, this refers to 

the of the SToqqq and the individual soul. If so, it is 

likely that the Sruti to which this ^ refers is the following: — 

^q'qtfq simRqifq =qyq^ i 

qfTsq fq^qirJnq qfqr vfRt q II 

( Katha. Upa. IV. 4 ). 

As this Sruti is taken from the text of the s^fsqqq, the 

I * 

^qRiq. seems to argue that in this Sruti the ^sqqq is declared 
to be that with which ( ^q ) the individual soul sees or ex- 
periences both the state of dream and that of waking. Thus, 
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the soul is declared to be connected with the ( in these 

two states ), Because there is already a connection between 
the and the individual soul, the Supreme Being with 

which the soul seeks to be united ( in Sutra IV. 4. 1 ) 

in liberation is higher than this As it is not 

stated in Katha Upa. IV. 4 that the connection between the 
Unmanifest and the individual soul to which it refers is that 
which takes place when the soul is in the deep sleep state 
and as the reply of the Sutrakara is an argument explaining 
the connection to be such a one, we believe that Katha Upa. 
IV. 4 is just the proper Sruti to which in Sutra 

III. 2. 31 refers. It is not likely, in any case, that a 6ruti 
which clearly mentions the connection of Brahman and the 
individual soul in deep-sleep state would be referred to .by 
by the because that pointed reference itself 

would go against him rather than favour his conclusion. 

10. Sankara argues that as the soul is said to be connected 

with Branman in deep sleep, it follows that Brahman is 
‘ limited and because Brahman is thus proved to be 

‘ limited, ’ there must be another unlimited principle. Thus, 
Sankara practically reduces the two arguments, and 

to only one, viz., Brahman as taught by the Sutrakara is limited 
or measured. 

11. The opponent points out that the feruti 

mentions the and the higher one to be diflferent, 

Could it be proved that the two are one and the same, the 
opponent would have to conclude that the two are only two 
aspects or designations of the same principle ; but he does not 
think that this can be proved. The meant by the 

would be very probably the ^ of q?: and arqr, the 
jnUJl nientioned by the Sutrakara (III 2.23 ) being the latter, 
since the opponent holds that there is a q?; “ higher ” 

than that taught by the Sutrakara ( Bra Su. III. 2. 31 ). 
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The of the refers to the difference ( ) 

between and mentioned in 

»rE?Ts iTOi5?i^?ras«mi?3^: q^: i 
5W5r q’c wsf ^ *> 

( Katha Upa III. 11 ). 

The sisq^FcT of this series of principles is declared by the 
Sutrakara to be Brahman which he has discussed ( Bra. Su. 
Ill, 2. 23 ). The same is described in the Katha Upa. in a 
subsequent verse, viz , 

iTg?T; qt gq cTf^f^gwqg^q^ ii 

( Katha Upa. III. 15 ). 

In this verse ‘ q^cT: q^H^ ’ is described, so that this verse 
refers to the arsq^rf of the above verse ( Katha Upa. III. 11 ); 

and “ 3T5T55[q’5q5!Tq^qJi;,. ” >8 applicable only to Brahman; 

therefore also qsqqq is Brahman. So, q^q in Ka. Upa. III. 
11 is another Brahman higher than the aisqqq Similarly 

in Ka. Upa, VI. 8. In this Smti q^^q is declared to be q?: and 
therefore qsqqcT is lower or qq?:. If the sTsqqq is the q?::q 
q^q^, q^ is ( Katha. Upa. III. 9 ), the master to whom 
that q3[ belongs ( Cf. Bha. Gi. VIII. 20-22 ). This 
was already mentioned by the ’J^q^ in Bra. Su. III. 2. 26. 
The Sutrakara’s reply given there was that because there are 
two designations (aisqqcT and q^ ), Brahman is like qf? and 
^555 or q^l5r and its 3T(«rq ( Bra. Su. III. 2. 27-28; see also 
Bra. Su. III. 2. 25 in which qsqqq is declared to be like srqq^ ). 
As the Sutrakara ’s reply ( in Sutra III. 2. 35 which we propose 
to read as q?Rt5n^5qq%SI ) refers to the simile of and 

the other ( e. g., ), we infer that it is the difference between 

sisqqg' and 5^, both being argued by the T^q^ to be Brahman, 
which is referred to by him in Sutra III. 2. 31. 

12. Sankara explains ^^sqq^tjl by quoting Cha. Upa. I. 
6-7. He says that that Sruti mentions two different 
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one who is and another who is But the 

fact seems to be different, because by an which Sankara 

himself quotes the Sruti itself identifies the two. So, in our 
opinion, the passage does not support the at all. 

13. There are several other Srutis in which the 
between and 5^ which are respectively the 

and is mentioned 

I ?f II I II 
^ai^trfcT^ 5T3r: I sTsraroil ?iwi: 

II St II ( Mu. Upa. II. 1. 1-2 ). If is inter- 
preted in the first verse as Brahman, it cannot be taken in 
the second verse as STSqi^cT or RRI without giving up the 
consistency of the context. So, 5^ is here said to be higher 
than the snir^ which is the highest. is itself 

qv: but is q^<r; q?::. So, there is a principle beyond the 
discussed by the Sutrakara ( Bra. Su. III. 2. 11 and 31 ), 

( 6 ) qrwi^ II 

9 ^ 3|q^ cfr^ qqJTT^?r5?qTg[?JIfr ?T%q^f^q;T»T* n ( Mu. Upa. 

III. 1. 10 ). ^ qlrrtqw m ^ fk^ fjjfe w^g^ii 
3^ ^ vsft?:?; ii ( Mu. Upa. III. 2. 

1 ). In this l^ruti “ ^ ^ ” is to be connected with arfrn^. 
And gqSH, should be taken as a reference^ to q^ gig. 
The word ‘ gjR ’ is used for Brahman in many Srutis :-^r q^- 

g^flqiqfq^ 11 ( Isa. Upa. 8 ) ; er^ 
I fkcn: ^ ^ qaan 

<^6t5rtl.ll (Katha Upa. V"I. 1 ); ^ ^ 

gqBrflr II ( Ka. Upa VI. 17 ). So, ‘ q?!?!. gqiq; ’ in Mu. Upa. 
III. 2. 1 cannot be interpreted as ‘ ’. It should be 

explained as referring to q^:jr in the first half of the verse. 
Thus, according to this verse, a meditator on goes beyond 
q^ ^i^d g^q is therefore higher than Brahman. 




Bba. Su. IIL 2. 31-36 


ST 

( c ) e ^ «3C5Rin^aasn?i^ W’li sfera 

II ( Pra. Upa. V. 5 ). The same is further 

described in ^ II 

at II ( Pra. Upa. V. 7 ). Thus, 
which is is that “ which the wise declare ” 

( 5^ a«!R?r?3Stiat Ka. Upa. III. 14 ). According to this 

Sruti of Pra. Upa. it seems that sftaaw is and 

3^ is a principle higher than that a^T^i;. If 
is the %?:wq'»n(f55V^ ( as interpreted by Sankara ),^® how can it 
be called ‘ sr^Ta. ’ at all I Much less can it be called “«Tq^ 93R,”* 
“3^” is as in 3T^i?q?:?Tt q?:^ ( Mu. Upa. II. 1. 2 ). In 

Pra. Upa. V. 2, this Brahman is actually called siq?: 3^ and 
5^ is called tp: sf^. 

In all these texts a principle . higher than the highest 
Brahman is mentioned; and the two principles are distinguished 
as q?: and q?:T?q?:. The ^qsqt^5T in these Srutis would have 
to be explained on the same lines as that in Katha Upa. III. 11, 

14. If our suggestion ( in Sutra III. 2. 31 ) that it is the 
text, viz., the Katha Upa. passage, which is referred 
to by all the arguments of the 3^q®T in Bra. Su. III. 2. 31, be 
correct ; we are here given to understand as to how that passage 
was generally understood in the days of the Sutrakara and 
how the Sutrakara himself interpreted it. The Katha Upa. 
was believed to teach two Brahmans ( Qf. cr«irs?qqf^qv(tg[;— 
Stitra III. 2. 36 ) one of which was considered to be higher 
than the other ( the arguments of #gsqq^ etc, ). Thus, STsqqa 
of Katha Upa. Ill, 11 and VI, 8 is Brahman itself, as is also 
They were taken to be different from each other; the 
the Sutrakara explained them to be two aspects of the same 
principle like and or irqiftn’ and Compare 

the ^^q^ here with the Aupanisada School of Mahabharata 


16. Vide Sankara's commentary on the Pra. Upa. 
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XIL^^ The Bhaojavadffita also makes the same distinction 
between STStr?^ ( or ) and OJg^, e. <7., in Bha. Gi. 

vni. 20-22.1 « 

Sutra 32 

16. ^ g ’ indicates the Sutrakara’s rejection of the 

in the preceding Sutra. There is no principle higher than 
the Brahman called ( Bra. Su. III. 2, 23, Kabha Upa. 

III. 11, 15 and VI. 8 ). 

16. — The Sutrakara seems to us to mean that 

the is common to both STSirs^rT and and there- 
fore the fact that in the Katha Upanisad is called 

cannot prove that there is a higher ( aspect of ) Brahman than 
the 3T5>i!fcr, viz., the 5^. In Katha Upanisad III. 2 the 
8TS?T^?f is called We have already stated that the word 

is used for in Cha. Upa. VIII. 4. 1-2 and for siTfiTsi: 
in Mu. Upa. II. 2. 5. In Bra. Su. I. 3. 1-7 the subject of 
Mu. Upa. II. 2. 5 is explained to be 5^ because it is called 
“ ^ word coined specially for the purpose of a 

comprehensive significance conveying the two-fold purpose of 
a reference to the Sruti and a suggestion of a designation of 

) or ( Bra. Su. I. 3. 2 ); and in Bra. Su. I. 3. 14-21 
the has been explained as ^k^9S(k.. Thus, 

being common to both cannot prove that one aspect of 
Brahman is higher than the other or that the is higher 
than the 970377^. 

17. Sankara gives a very simple explanation of the 
Siltra, viz., Atman is called not because after crossing the 
bridge of Atman we reach some other principle which is our 
destination, but because Atman is like a bridge inasmuch as 
like an ordinary bridge which determines the limitations of a 
particular place, Atman is the sustainer of the rules (boundaries) 


17. Vide the author's Aksara: A forgotten chapter, PP. 35-48. 

18. Ibid, P. 17 and P. 148-149. 
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of the world. This explanation is, in our opinion, hardly 
possible because we think that no which accepted 

as 5r?T as determined in Bra. Su. III. 2. 23-30, 

would be arguing that is called in any other sense 

than that of “ ”. 

Besides explaining as Sankara gives 

several other arguments none of which are even implied in 
the Sutra itself. 


Sutra 33 

18. After ” we have to take as 

understood. 

19. 5?^^; — The is called because 

in meditation the meditator has to form a notion ( 3^: ) of 
3T5?i^, as a 2 ^^ of the size of a thumb. In Sutras I. 2. 7 
and I. 3. 21 the Siitrakara says that the Supreme Being 
is said to be ‘ residing in the human heart ’ because It is to 
be meditated upon as such. Like “ ” the 

is meant for use in meditation only. It does not prove that 
the 3T5?r5^ is limited and that there is .a higher Reality or a 
higher aspect of the Reality. 

20. — lu Bra. Su. I. 1. 24 the impersonal aspect 

of Brahman called there ( Cha. Upa. III. 1.37) is 

explained to be such because of the mention of its qi^s ( or 
g’TIOTs ) in which one consists of all beings ( Bra. Su. I. 1. 
26 ). The has raised no objection there that ^qVfw: 

should be the lower Brahman because it is “measured" by four 
qi^s.^® Elsewhere in Cha. Upa. IV. 4. 5-8, and III. 18 also the 
impersonal aspect of Brahman is said to be possessed of four 
quarters ( tn^s ). Just as this cannot imply that Brahman is 
a limited entity, does not mean that STS^T^cT is 

limited and that therefore ( who is above ) is an 


19. Gf. in Bra. Su. I. 1. 25. 
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unlimited or omnipresent principle higher than the ( Of. 

in Sutra III. 2, 37 for the implication that the 
takes to be ‘ limited ’ ). 

21. Sankara says that the is meant for and 

JT«rJT students, but the Sutrakara does not seem to refer to 
such a view in the Sutra. Rather, according to the Sutrakara 
all meditators have to meditate upon as etc. 

For explaining the according to the Sankara had 

already selected one Sruti describing Brahman ( 

means a foot ), so, for interpreting the Sutrakara’s reply to 
that Sankara at first selects another Sruti about 

Brahman and gives an alternative interpretation of qi 5 [q^in which 
qiif means “ a quarter,” not a foot. But with the latter inter- 
pretation he could not rightly construe the expression ‘ t/ 

so, he has to add (and not for forming a notion). 

Sutras 34--3& 

22. To us it seems that only “ ” forms Sutra 

34; and should be transferred to Sutra 35. We 

make this suggestion, because by adopting it, we get, as will 
be shown below, a better and easier interpretation of these 
two Sutras ( 34-35 ). Sankara’s statement that Sutra 34 is 
a reply to both the remaining arguments of the ( ^qrar- 

sqq^SET and ), and his double explanation of that 

Sutra supports our suggestion regarding the change of reading. 
^ in Sutra 35, which indicates that it is the answer to the 
last argument, also goes to corroborate our suggestion. Acrain, 
Sankara takes Sutra 35 ( as read by him ) also as an answer 
to the last two arguments of the ’jqq^. This also favours 
our proposed detached readings of Sutras 34-35. Lastly, 
‘ sn^wif^q^qqwsr ’ seems to be connected with Sutra III. 2. 
25-30 and therefore forms an answer to one argument only. 

23. ^%TRfq$qi^ — In Katha Upa. IV. 4 which the c|]^q^ 
has quoted to show that the individual soul is associated with 
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the and therefore there should be a higher Reality or 

a higher aspect of Reality, viz., there is no explanation of 
the association between the and the individual soul. It 

was because of this very absence of explanation of the association 
and the consequent vagueness about the cause of the associa- 
tion, that the Ptirvapaksa presented that verse as an argument. 
> 

The Sutrakara says that the association of the soul with 
the mentioned in Katha Upa. IV. 4 should be taken to 

be that which takes place when the soul is in the deep sleep 
state, in Because the soul unites with the 

( or Brahman ) in the state of dreamless sleep and does not 
undergo any other state ( change ), it is that he is able to go 
over once again to the states of dreaming and waking. This 
is the Sutrakara’s explanation of Katha Upa. IV. 4. Therefore^ 
the verse ( Katha Upa. IV. 4 ) cannot be quoted, as the 
possibly did, to demonstrate the association or union of the 
soul with the in dreaming and waking states. And 

because this cannot be proved, it cannot be argued that there 
is a higher ( aspect of ) Reality than the with which the 

soul is already associated while in dreaming and waking states. 

We have shown that in Bra, Su. III. 2. 11 the word 
has the sense of states like the states of waking, etc. 

We believe that only Katha Upa. IV. 4 could be the 
basis of the ^qq^’s argument in Sutra III. 2. 31. The ^q^ 
could have quoted no other not indeed a Sruti in which 

the connection of the individual soul with Brahman was clearly 
stated to be that taking place in dreamless sleep. If the latter 
were the case, the Sutrakara’s explanation would be in vain, 
having been easily grasped by the ^4q^- 

24. arq>nrnf? q^ qq % ^ ( which is our suggested reading for 
Sutra 35 ) — The Sutrakara says that the can be 

explained ( ^qq^: ) like srqjnjT, etc. “ qqjl^n^q^qq^s ” seems 
to be the same as is mentioned in Sutras 27-29. There the 
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difference ( ) of and was first explained as that 

■ etween and and then as sriRRTTSrq and By 

nowing 5:^555 and SRii^T, we know arf^ and 5^ who is 
Wil^ntTq, though grfg; and ^ remain unmanifest during the 
rocess of knowledge, envisaging their forms (coil and radiance). 
This has been explained in Sstras 27-29. 

So, the difference between and 5 ^ ( ) 

is like that between 31 % and or !iq:njnw^ a*id 94>[3[T. 

In short, it is not an essential difference. The sts^tR Brahman 
itself appears as The two are one in essence, just as 

5:qi[5! and srqji^r are identical with srfs and srqiRTISiq* 

By we should take STq;T5H«rq, and also 31% and 

The Sutrakara did not expound the similes here, because 
he had already done so in his preceding Sutras ( 27-29 ). 

25. The presence of ^ in Sutra 35 shows that Sutra 35 
is an answer to the last argument of the opponent, because 
the Sutrakara is replying to those arguments seriatim. 

26. Sakhara reads Sutra 34 as But we 

have shown that is an explanation for 

and (qqq%«r) for vr3[5qq\^ and therefore 

should be read as Sutra 34 and STq;i5Tf%qfq'I%a as Sutra 35. 

Sankara says that in Sutra 34 ( as read by him ), the 
Sutrakara gives a reply to the last t%co arguments of the 
in Sutra 31. This is inconsistent with the fact that the 
Sutrakara gives a reply to one argument only in each of Sutras 
32-33. Further, Saiikara interprets ‘ in two different 

ways, one of which applies to the refutation of 
and the other to that of ¥r9[5qq%5T. ( 1 ) the former case he 
explains as and as f 

According to Sankara, the Sutrakara’s reply to 
is that the is to be understood in a subordinate 

sense, mz., it is true only so far as the tjqjfq' of the individual 
soul is concerned. The soul’s connection ( ) with the 



Bra. Su. III. 2. 31-36 


63 


Supreme Being is nothing but the cessation of particular 
cognitions which arise on account ot the soul’s association with 
particular limitations in the form of etc., and this cessation 
results from the cessation of the limitation itself. Thus, the 
is not due to the fact that Brahman with which the 
soul comes into contact is ‘ limited ’ ( ). ( 2 ) The 

other interpretation of by which Sankara refutes the 

opponent’s argument of is that the ( the 

Sruti teaching many f>5J?:s ) is due only to the 
( different limitations ), not due to different natures of t>3Cs. To 
us it seems that all the complexity underlying Sankara’s 
explanation of is due to the fact that the original 

sense of ( viz., one of the three states of waking, 

dreaming and deep sleep ) was forgotten in his days. 

I 

The illustration ‘ ’ is explained by Sankara 

( 1 ) in relation to ‘ ’ and ( 2 ) as answering both 

the last objections of the 

According to him, srqjffT or light ( of the Sun or the Moon ) 
is one and the same, but if we connect it with ^qif^s or 
adjuncts, there will appear diversity of light, and when these 
adjuncts are removed, the light in the adjunct will be said to 
be connected with or will recede itito the Sun ( or the Moon 
as the case may be ); and, again, if the ^i^s are different, 
we may talk of different lights. By 3TTff, Sankara takes the 
ether of the eye of a needle ( ). 

I 

In fact, ‘ ’ as interpreted by Sankara does not 

make clear his meaning of but rather according to his 

explanation leads to and the takes 

place when ( i. e., ) ceases to function. 

27. Sankara explains Sutra 35 ( as read by him ) 

as a reply to the last two arguments of the Thus, 

according to him, Sutras 34—35 are each of them a reply to 
each of the last two arguments of the Saiikara says 
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that the connection of the individual soul with the Supreme 
Soul can be explained only as due to the removal (?) of 
( adjuncts in the form of etc, ) ; and that 
the can be explained only as due to ( different 

adjuncts ), In each case he explains the as referring 

to Srutis. In the case of he says that the 

Sruti teaching the merging of the soul into Brahman as the 
very self of the individual soul ( »|qflr-Cha. Upa. VI. 

8. I ) proves that this “ connection ” takes place on the 
cessation of In the case of , he 

quotes three Srutis from Cha. Upa. III. 12 and says that the 
3Tt^9[T in all of them is said to be different, because the 
of these srrqqqTS are different. 

To us it appears that a^fgrf%q^qq%^ was the reading of 
Sutra 35 and that it was the reply to ^I^qq^ only. ‘ ’ 

is the same argument as in Sutra III. 2. 27-28. Moreover, 
if at all the single word “ :Tqq%j ” was the reading of Sutra 
35, that ^qq^ ought to have been explained only on the 
propriety of a more commonsense argument, and not with 
reference to what is said in Srutis. The Sutrakara seems to 
make use of the argument ‘ ^qq^: ’ or ‘ ^qqfr^ ^ ’ only when 
he does not refer to a Sruti, but when he gives an argument 
from our ordinary life. Compare ^qqg% in Bra. Su. II. 1. 36, 
and II. 3. 14, and ^qq%: in III. 1, 22, and III. 2. 38. A 
study of argqq^; ( e. g. in ?;^T^qq%: Bra. Su. II. 2. ) also adds 
strength to our interpretation of ^q q f% . 

Sutra 30 

28. After refuting the four arguments of the 
in the preceding four Sutras, the Sutrakara adds one more 
argument of his own in his favour in this Sutra. 

There cannot be two Brahmans or even two aspects of 
Brahman in which one is higher than the other, because the 
Sruti denies that there is another principle. The Sutrakara 
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seems to have in his mind those Srutis in which Atman or 
Brahman is said to he only one and in whiojn a second is denied ^viz., 

( a ) sTicm ( Ai. Upa. I. i ) 

( h ) I ( Cha. Upa. VI. 2. 1 ) 

( c ) 5^ ^ I ( By. Upa. I. 4. 11 ) 

( d ) STi^^iTir cc^ I ( Br. Upa. I. 4. 17 ) 

( e ) 511 silrft I ( Br. Upa. IV. 3. 32 ) 

( /) I ( isa. 4 ) 

( 9 ) I ( Ka. Upa. V. 9, 10, 11 ) 

( h ) ^dfai ( Ka. Upa. V. 12 ). 

In some of these Srutis Atman or Brahman is said to be 
one, in others one only, and in some a second one is denied. 

There are some Srutis in which ‘ 9TV1 ’ ‘ another principle * 
is denied '. — 

( a ) sn5'Pts^siR?r s[^t s«wits?fts^cr JTisits?TVsf^?T *T»crt 
( Br. Upa. III. 7. 23 ) 

( h ) s[| 5Tif?T3[?rt5f^?T «rlti JUf^r^sfer 

I ( Br. Upa. III. 8. 11 ) 

( c ) ?i g ^5^ 5Tcft55?ifi«T^ li ii 

I ( Br. Upa. IV. 3. 30-31 ). 

In all these Srutis a second principle is denied. The 
fundamental doctrine of Vedanta is that of oneness of Brahman. 
So, the Sutrakara argues that there can not be a principle 
higher than the Brahman. Because there is none other 

than Brahman, there can be no other higher principle than 
Brahman. This seems to us to be the standpoint of the 
Sotrakara. In Bra. Su. I. 3. 12, while discussing Br. Upa. 
III. 8. 7-8, he uses Br. Upa. III. 8. 11 (See ( b ) above ) 


9 
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and says that in this Sruti we have ‘ ’ exclusion 

of any other existence. * So, it is likely that the Srutis of 
the above type are in the Stitrakara’s mind when he speaks 
of 

I I 

29, Sankara, however, quotes several Srutis which do not 
expressly deny the existence of a second principle. But the 
Srutis quoted by him under Sutra III. 2. 30 are those which 
deny the existence of a second principle. 

30. We may now ask us once again ; " Which particular 
School represented by the is stated in Sutras III. 2. 31-36 ? 

To us it appears that the followers of the Earlier Metrical 
Upanisads as distinguished from those of the Oldest Prose 
Upanisads were the opponents to whom the Sutrakara replies 
in these Sutras. With these opponents the followers of the 
Bhagavadgita and the Vedantins of the Mahabharata Moksa- 
dhariuapurvan might be associated. In these works the highest 
three principles in order are the unconscious Nature, the 
conscious Nature and thePurusa, as we have shown elsewhere.®® 
They regarded the Aksara Brahman of the Oldest Prose 
Upanisad.s in a two-fold capacity, ( I ) as an optional goal 
along with Purusa, and ( 2 ) as a power ( ST^f^ ) of the Purusa 
who was placed above Aksara Brahman as the one to whom 
that power belonged. The Sutrakara tried to uphold the other 
view of taking Aksara as the highest principle, making at the 
same time a compromise with the later view, which he did on 
the basis of Yaska’s view or a Vedanta view which had already 
adopted Yaska’s view about the and of 

the ^^is of the Rgveda. 

From the in some Sutras of Bra. Su. I and in 

Sfjtra III. 2. 31 it appears that the followers of the Earlier 
Metrical Upanisads firmly took their stand on these Upanisads 

20. Vide the author’s Aksara : A Forgotten Chapter in the history 
of Indian philosophy, Chapter III, 
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which the Sutrakara had accepted along with the Oldest Prose 
Upani^ads as authoritative texts. 

The Sutrakara discusses in Bra, Su, 1. 1-3 various passages 
from the Earlier Metrical Upanisads and seems to decide 
that the topic of those passages is Purusa. In Bra. Su. I. 3. 
13 ( ) it seems that the Sutrakara proves 

called ( Pra, Upa. V to be 5^5^ and thus he 

repudiates the doctrine about 5^^ of that Branch of the Atharva- 
veda to which the Pra^na Upanisad belonged, viz., that 
is above or higher than this which is itself q?: 

( iu the Sruti must refer to which is called 

because it is a mass of life just as it is called 
a mass of consciousness ). The Branch to which the Mundaka 
Upanisad belonged must have claimed that st§ra:.was lower 
than 5^ ( aT^f r q?: ^ ? q^;-Mu. Upa. II. 1. 2; ^ 

Mu. Upa. III. 2. 1 ). The Sutra- 
kara has replied to them in Bra. Su. I. 2. 21—23, and in Bra. 
Su. 1. 3. 1-7. The followers of the Kathaka Branch of the 
Yajurveda also held that 55^ was higher than stsq^ which 
was the ( or aspect of Brahman ). The 

Sutrakara admitted that the is the 9?^qq^or aspect 

of Brahman ( Bra, Su. I. 4. 1-7 ) but did not agree that the 
q^ ( or the q^ aspect of Brahman ) was higher than the 
( Bra. Su. III. 2, 31-36 ). 

The arguments of the followers of the Kathaka Branch 
were of course based upon the Katha Upanisad. When the 
Sutrakara made a statement that Brahman was predominantly 
( Bra. Su. III. 2. 14 ) and that this ST^qq?!^ aspect was 
called STWjqj as in the Ka^ha Upanisad ( ‘ arrs ’ io Bra. Su. 
III. 2. 23 refers to a Sruti with the word aisqqj ), the followers 
of the Kathaka Branch found an opportunity to argue out 
their view that was higher than the atsqrfj. They had to 
base their arguments upon their own text, viz,, the Katha 

21. Or rather aksara in Pra. Upa. IV. 10-11. Vide Appendix III. 
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Upanisad. The Sotrakara who wanted to build up a System 
of the Vedanta philosophy on the foundation of all the accepted 
Scriptures explained away the arguments of the Kathaka 
Branch with the help of the other Upanisads also. Thus, 
when the Kathakas argued that arsqtK was called a the 
Sutrakara replied that the designation of was common to 
both and -when the former argued that the 

was and that 5^^ who was declared to be 

was higher than the the Sutrakara replied that 

the measure of the was meant for helping the meditator 

to form a notion for the Unmanifest, just as the measure of 
four of the 5^5^ Himself given in the Chandogya 

Upanisad (IV. 4 ., III. 8 ); when the Kathakas pointed to 
their text in which the individual soul was declared to be 
connected with the the author of the Sutras said that 

this connection must be interpreted as the one taking place 
when the individual soul was in the deep sleep state. 

I 

Lastly, when it was argued by the former that the Sruti 
mentioned the difference between the STSq’rR and 5^ ( 
the two were man tinned differently i. e., under different names. 
Of. in Bra. Su. III. 2. 26 ), the latter said that the 

difference can be explained without taking higher 

than viz., by taking them to be like and or 

and which are illustrations of one and the 

same thing having two aspects which can be distinguished 
from each other without giving greater importance to either 
of the two and which prove that 5^ is essentially Bfsqgj just 
as is essentially srff , and srq>I5hSI?I ( e. 9 -, the Sun i. e., 

the solar orb ) is essentially snRt?. Also it should be noted 
here that when is perceived, the as such is not 

perceived i. e., the ( without a coil form ) is aistraj 

( invisible ) during the preception of Similarly, 

( the disc ) can be seen only when is ( impreoeptible, 

the lunar disc in the day or the solar disc in the twilight ). 
So, 5^qr when perceived, still remains i- c., the 



Bba. Su. III. 2. 31-36 


69 


aspect on which the aspect is founded remains sinw when 
the aspect is realised. But the aspect is essentially 
the aspect and therefore the result of the realization of 

the 5 ^ aspect is the same as the result of the realization of 
the aspect ( Bra. Su. III. 2 . 26-28 ), 

Moreover, if the followers of the Kathaka Branch argued 
that the was the Brahman, they could not assert that 

there was 5 ^^ higher than the because such an assertion 

would in the opinion of the Sutrakara mean that there were 
two Brahmans and would be contradictory to the Srutis which 
exclude the possibility of a second principle other than the 
One Brahman. Even to say that Brahman had two aspects 
one of which was higher than the other ( — Bra. Su. III. 2 . 

31 ) would amount to saying that there were two Brahmans. 

By the above arguments the Sutrakara tried to establish 
that there was only One Brahman which was predominantly 
‘ meaning thereby that It had also a aspect 

which however was not to be understood as lower than the 
inasmuch as it was an aspect of the same Brahman 
and Brahman was Itself though principally 

Whatever gums belonged to the equally belonged to 

the because both were aspects of the same Brahman 

and the meditation on either brought the same result, ot 2 ., 3^. 
This doctrine is explained in full details in Bra. Su. III. 3, 
as we shall see in the next Chapter. 
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Sutras III, 2. 37 


TRANSLATION 


By this (the conclusion of the preceding Adhikarana), 
the omnipresence of the Unmanifest [ is proved ] from the 
ijruti mentioning all-prevasion and other ( arguments ). 



NOTES 

Sutra 37 

1. Like other Sutras ( Bra. Su, I. 4. 28, II. 1. 3, 

II. 1. 12, II. 3. 8 ), this Sutra should form a separate Adhika- 
rana. The topic of this Adhikarana is to prove that Brahman 
is omnipresent or all-prevading, while the topic of the preceding 
Adhikarana was to prove that there was no other higher 
principle than Brahman called 

2. This is a reference to the conclusion of the 
preceding Adhikarana. It is conclusively shown there that 
there is no other higher principle than Brahman. From the 
series given in such texts as Ka. Upa, III. 10-11 we learn 
that each succeeding one from among 

*151^; and 5 ^ is higher than each preceding one ■, 

but in Sutras 31-36 the Sutrakara has definitely determined 
that no other principle, not even is higher than 

the Unmanifest Brahman. 3T?&s, etc., are limited ( are 

not ) in so far as there is a higher principle than each 
of them; but since there is no higher principle than it 

can be concluded that is ‘ omnipresent 

3. We may here remark that the Sutrakara’s application 

of the conclusion established in Sutras III. 2. 32-36 to prove 
that is also shows that ‘ qT ’ in Sutra 31 is to be 

interpreted as ‘ higher ’ rather than as ‘ another ’. 

4. — As Sankara explains, the word ‘ 3Tiqiq ’ 

* means ’ ‘ sqif^ ’ omnipresence, all-prevading nature. This is 
consistent with the word also. 

5. 31^...9(Tiqw^5^^vq: — Both these words are ^s, arqq 
refers to the conclusion arrived at in Sutras 31-36. As there 
is no ^ at the end of the Sutra, 3WT and 

are not two different ?gs or groups of ^s ; but they both 
refer to the same arguments. 



72 


Intibpbktation 


6. As 3TRI1T means »nd as 3RJT refers to the fact 

that 3^ is not hi^^her than we are inclined to think 

that the sn^TTirffs^ " the word or l^ruti for all-pervasiveness ” 
is the word smw; in arsq^Bi^ xffT. ftW ” 
( Katha Upa. VI. 8 ). 

As Purusa is not higher than arsq^ ( ) and as 3 ^ 

is called sq'nq; ( ), the conclusion is that is 

silt'll ( ). This is the meaning of the Sotra. 

would have been sqtqqf and 3T5 «TtS, ^Te^riC, if arsq^B were 
lower than But arsq^B is not lower than 35 ^. 

7. ani^ in 3?r«TTtr5T*^[^5i:?TJT: — As the expression is sn^HT* 

and not 3rrq‘Wr%5T5%5:q: we think that srrff does not 
refer to any other Sniti or Srutis, but it stands for some 
rational arguments resulting from the conclusion that q^ is 
not higher than 315^^ ( ^ ’ of the Sutra ). 

These arguments may be of the following nature :-As 
is ‘ the bridge of those who are devoted to the Sacrifice ’ 
( qr: ^g^STRRm), the designation ^ given to the 3?5q?i? shows 
that 3TSq^ must be or If it were limited ( ) 

it cannot be a bridge or ‘ Supporter, ' as it were, of the 
sacifieers. As the “ SlfgsWRjW ” which is an expression 
describing sjotrfE, is said to be f^TIw; ^irsq-^Jr, the cannot 

be the ruler of all that has been and that is to be unless that 
is The relation of the individual soul with the 

STsqwi is not possible if the 37sq^ is not igqiTeT. As there is 
no essential difference ( ^ ) between Jqq and 3T3q^, the latter 
must be regarded as sqiqq* if the former is sqnjqj ( as said in 
Katha Upa. VI. 8 ), Lastly, as the l^ruti denies the existence 
of any other principle but Brahman and as that Brahman is 
called arsqxB, the latter must be omnipresent. 

8. Later on the Sutrakara uses this conclusion about the 
omnipresence of Brahman (III. 2. 37) as an argument viz., that the 
Sruti (all Vedantas) teaches only one principle and not more than 
one bemuse Brahman is or sqiqqj (Vide Bra. Sft. Ill, 3. 9). 
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9. In Bra. Su. III. 2. 26 the opponent argued that from 
the Unmanifest a meditator would be united with the Endless 
One ( giir5?r ). This shows that the Unmanifest was regarded 
by this opponent as having an end or limited. This point 
was left untouched in Sutras 27-30. So, the refutation of 
that view seems to have been given in this Sutra ( 37 ). 

XO. Sankara gives several arguments based upon his 
conclusions in Sutras 32-36. This he has done on the strength 
of 31^. We have taken as referring not to the several 

conclusions which are in fact refutations of the four arguments 
of the but we take as referring to the main 

conclusion that is not higher than Besides, 

Sankara does not take swt and as referring 

to the same argument or arguments, but he takes 31T^f*T5T*^^¥?T: 
as a different group of arguments than that of Thus, 

he interprets the Sutra as if it were to be read as 

This addition of g' is clearly expressed 
by him in “ g- ” This is 

not consistent with the fact that there is no gr in the Sutra. 
His quotation of several Sruti and Smyti texts gives the 
impression that he interprets 3ngi»T?[T5^Tl%5Cq': as if it were 
i. c., as if the Sutrakara referred to several texts 
by We believe that the Sutrakara refers to 

only one text and by artff he means several other arguments. 
Lastly, it may here be noted that none of the commentators 
tries to explain why the question of sgggcrtg «f Brahman is 
discussed by the Sutrakara at such a late stage as in Bra. Su. 
III. 2. 37, when no can be definitely ascertained to 

have advanced the arguments contained in Sutra III. 3. 31. 
The omnipresence of Brahman is already taken as granted in 
Bra. Su. I. 1. 2 and on that assumption all the foregoing 
Sutras were worked out. So the occassion of its discussion 
here in this context remained a conundrum. 
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Sutras 111. 2. 38-39 


( I 

( I 


TRANSLATION 


T HE fruit [ i. e.. of Moksa is to be had ] from this 
[ Brahman ], because it is reasonable, 


38 


and because it is declared so in the ^ruti. 


39 



NOTES 

Sutra 38 

1. ‘ 81^5 as in Sutras 26 and 31, refers to the 
discussed in the preceding Sutras. As the ( preceding ) Sutras 
( 31-37 ) show, It is the Highest Principle of Vedanta. 

2. *^555^ — Thus, this is a reference to the qjg in the form 

of 5^ is called in Bra. Su. III. 4. 53. It is out 

of place that the fruit of the actions of an individual soul be 
mentioned here, while the question whether he can do actions 
or not be discussed in Bra. Su. II. 3. 33-40. The fruit of his 
worldly actions is perhaps discussed in Bra. Su. II. 3. 41. 

The nature of the qfrgj meant here is discussed in Bra. Su. 
III. 2. 40-41. 

3. — This seems to be a reference to in this 

very Sutra, 51^^ meant here is the highest principle, 

therefore it is quite proper that the same Brahman should be the 
giver of the fruit in the form of liberation. Only the highest 
principle can give this fruit and none else. If there were a 
principle higher than the former can be the giver of 

the but there is no such higher principle, as proved in 
Sutras IV. 2. 31-36. 5^ is not higher than the 

4. Sankara does not refer to the transcendent Brahman 
mentioned in the preceding Sutras, but to i^vara of his system 

^8^ I ). Taking this Adhikarana in the light of this view, he 
interprets as As we have 

already stated above, this is not a proper place in the Sutras 
to discuss this question. This problem forms a part of the 
discussion in Bra. Su. II. 3. The ‘ ’ meant here is men- 
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tioned in Sutras III 2. 40-41 ( See infra ). ‘ is 

explained by Sankara as refuting the theory of proved 

by but in our opinion the ‘ ’ should, from the 

evidence of the context, directly refer to the fact that the 
Brahman is the highest principle. 

Sutra 39 

5. This seems to be a reierence to a ^ruti in 
which the fruit in the form of is said to be solely depen- 
dent upon Brahman itself. Such texts seem to be the following: — 

JTWWrffl 5rW!I> if ^ I 

snrm fq5i^ ii a ii 

( Mu. XJpa. III. 2. 3-4, Katha Upa. II, 22 ) 

In Bra. Su. IV. 2. 17 the Sutrakara mentions the grace 
of God ( ) which a seeker gets through the power of 

and other means. That doctrine is consistent with Katha 
Upa. II. 22. The grace of God is also mentioned in Bra. Su. 
III. 4. 38. 

6. Saiikara quotes a Sruti in which Uvara, as he says, 

is said to be the giver of wealth ( ), 

7. These two Sutras ( 38-39 ) discuss the question of 
the giver of the fruit in the form of absolution. The word tT 
in Sutra 39 as usual shows that it is the last Sutra of the 
Adhikarana. Moreover, according to the scheme of the 
Sutrakara the reference to a text of the Sruti ( such as we 
have in Sutra 39 ) is the last argument in an Adhikarana 
except when a Sutra explaining the Sruti follows the pne 
referring to the Sruti. 



SECTION VII 


Sutras III. 2. 40-41 


( tf o ) I 

in) i 

f|[rfhi: ’TT?[: II 


TRANSLATION 


Jaimini [ says that the fruit is ] Dharma ( religious 
merit ), because of this very reason ( viz., the support of 
the ^ruti ). 40 

But, Badarayana [ holds ] the former ( /. e., the Unma- 
nifest Brahman) [to be the fruit], because [the former] 
is said to be the cause [ of Dharma ]. 4 1 



NOTES 


Sutra 40 

1. These two Sutras seem to us to form an independent 
Adhikarana, and to discuss the topic of the nature of the 
fruit mentioned in Sutra 38, 

2. ‘ STrT ’ seems to be a reference to a ^ruti in which 

the ‘ religious merit ’ ( ) is mentioned as to be given by the 

Supreme Being. Such a Sruti seems to be the following: — 

^ II ( Kail. Upa. ) In this feruti 

Brahman is said to give the fruit in the form of 
‘ religious merit, ' Jaimini, according to this Siitra, held that 
it was the fruit in the form of religious merit, which would 
be given by Brahman. 

3. Sankara takes Sutras 40-41 as forming part of the 

same Adhikarana along with Sutras 38-39. He construes the 
Sutra ( 40 ) as I To us 

the evident significance of the Sutra seems to be that Jaimini 
considered dharma to be the fruit ( qv55 ) given by Brahman. 
Sankara takes as And as Sruti he quotes 

‘ But, as nothing is said in this Sruti about 

as he gives arguments to interpret that Sruti. 

And he finds that his argument is forestalled in Sutra 38 ; he 
therefore gives additional arguments which are not given in 
the Sutra. In fact Sankara’s interpretation of this Sutra becomes 
superfluous after the conclusion established in Sutras 38-39, 

Sutra 41 

4. ‘ g ’ indicates a refutation of the view of Jaimini in 
Sutra 40. 
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5. refers to the Supreme Being discussed in the 

preceding Sutras. Badarayana thinks that Brahman is the 
fruit ( ) given by Brahman. This agrees with ( 1 ) 

^ erg ^^(Mu. Upa.), in which 

verse the Atman is declared to be that which is to be reached 
( 55«tr:), and ( 2 ) qi?:iir'^% rrf|[wit; ^ q^l ( Katha 

Upa. III. D ), where the is said to be the Supreme 

Abode of and the end of the “ Journey ” which in this 
Sruti represents symbolically “ all human efforts for release 
from transmigration ” ( See Bra. Su. I. 4. 1-7 ). 

6- — Brahman is said to be the cause of 

religious merit in the Sruti quoted under the preeeding Sutra ; 
so, religious merit is a goal far inferior to Brahman ; Brahman 
itself should be regarded as the fruit, rather than what Brahman 
is said to be the cause of. This seems to be the argument 
of Badarayana. Srutis like ( 1 ) q: ( Katha Upa. 

III. 2 ), ( 2 ) qgqf qt qJItIR ( Katha Upa. V. 13, 

for of. etc., ) also show that the 

Brahman is the eause of 

7. Sankara takes in the sense of fsvara to be 

the giver of the fruit because he is the cause of religious 
merit according to the Sruti. It should be said that in the 

I O ^ . 

Sruti in question ( Kau. Upa. Vide supra ), there is no 
mention of the giver of the fruit. This Sruti 

does not deseribe as a received from Grod by the 
individual soul for any action performed by him. It distinctly 
states that Brahman is the or cause of fjq?: is the 
cause of qlr, therefore is a created thing. To argue 
that qq a created thing rather than the creator would be the 
bestower of the fruit, would be lessening the cogency of the 
argument. Sankara saw this difficulty and explained 
of Kvara as being the creator of creatures in harmony with their 
own individual actions ( cRq 

SRli: I )• The Sutrakara, most probably, did not mean 
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this kind of <f;55 at all, but he meant by the summum 
bonum, the ultimate goal, the absolution. Sankara’s interpreta- 
tion of these Sutras ( 40-41. ) makes Sutras II. 1. 34-36, 
supererogatory. Moreover, the subject of these Sutras as 
understood by Sankara is foreign to the whole Pada ( III. 2 ) 
because he takes Sutras 11-37 as dealing with while 

he takes Sutras 38-41 as dealing with ( or )■ 



CHAPTUR II 


SECTION I 

Sutras 111. 3. 1-4 

( X ) I 

( ^ I 

( « ) ^ I 

TRANSLATION 

The ( certain ) knowledge of Brahman [ can be 
obtained] from all the Vedantas, because of the non-difference 
of the Injunction etc., [ in all the Vedantas ]. 1 

If it be argued [ by the Opponent ], “ No, because 
of the difference of the injunction etc., [of one Vedanta 
from the same of another Vedanta ] ”, we reply, “ No, 
even [if they be the same] in one Branch [of each Veda, 
we hold, the same Brahman is to be known from all the 
Vedantas ], 2 

and because svadhyaya being what it means ( i. e., 
nothing else but one’s own text of religious study ) a 
person has religious fitness for [ the study of ] that [ text 
which is ] in vogue [ in his Branch ]. And that rule is 
like the rule of the sava Sacrifices, 3 

and the ^ruti shows it. 4 



NOTES 

Sutra 1 

( 1 ) The topic of all the Vedantas is 

Brahman; lit., ‘ Brahman is one the knowledjie of which is to 
be had from all the Vedantas. ’ All the Vedantas teach 
Brahman, and not only some of them teach it, because all the 
Vedantas have identical ( lit., non-different ) Injunction, etc. 
By the word ‘ Vedanta ’ the Sutrakara intends to exclude 
Samhita, Brahmana, Aranyaka and Khila. ( See in Bra. 

Su, III. 3. 5 and see Sutras III. 3. 19-24.) 

‘ ’ is to be distinguished from 

( in Bra. Su. III. 3. 65 ). Brahman is taught in 
( and may be studied from ) all the Vedantas i. e., from the 
Vedantas or Upanisads of all Branches of all Vedas ( Bra. 
Su. III. 3. 1 ), but the “ ( sr^Ttqt^sTp ) ” are taught in 

and are to be studied from all the Branches of only one 
particular Veda. ( See Notes on in Bra. Su. III. 3. 2 

and in Bra. Su. III. 3. 55.) 

2. — In Jai. Su. II. 4. 6 the sameness of an act 

( c. g. ) is proved on the ground of non-distinction 

of and 

Su. II. 4. 6 ). The same four proofs of identity 
of topic seem to have been meant here by It is 

worth noting that in this Pada and also elsewhere in the 
Brahniasutra the method of argument regarding Brahman is 
the one established in the Jaiminisutra regarding Karman 
( rites, see Note 4 below ). 

3. The first Sutra ( Bra. Su III. 3. 1 ) seeks to establish 

the unity or identity of Brahman taught in all the Vedantas 
on the ground that and Sfr^qt about Brahman 

in all the Vedantas are indentioal. 
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4. Sankara says that the preceding Pada deals with 
that this Pada deals with or 
the result of the meditation on which is at most SRngfe, and 
also with certain topics like the liiiiT etc. But this distinction 
does not seem to us to have been made by the Sutrakara. 
In Bra. Su.^ III. 2 the was discussed and it was 

also established that there is no other higher Brahman than 
that which is the aspect of Brahman. So, it is 

quite reasonable to think that Bra. Su. III. 3. 1 continues the 
same topic of 

In this Sutra and in fact in this Pada and in the Pada 
which follows this, the Sutrakara has tried to explain his 
doctrine by the help of the rules of the Purvamimamsa. Thus, 
we have here According to Sankara’s School, 

the cannot be a topic of Injunction ( ) ; so, in 

order to get rid of the difficulty, he says, this Pada deals 
with the ^T^QT while the preceding Pada with the 

To us it seems that the Sutrakara does not make 
distinction between the and the as is 

done by Sankara. According to the Sutrakara Brahman has 
two aspects the and the and each of the two 

has certain gois and is also without certain other gors, as will 
bo shown by us in the course of this Piida ( Bra. Su. III. 3 ). 
So, the Sutrakara, unlike Sankara, does not find any difficulty 
in taking to be a subject of Injunction. Saiikara also 

feels that his interpretation of Bra. Su. I. 1. 4 is in conflict 
with Bra. Su. III. 3. 1. 

Moreover, Sankara does not take ‘ sr^T ’ as understood in 
“ ” He says : “ % flifrTrrwr? 

^ |...crWT?^ And, from what 

follows, he does not appear to take ^ ’ literally, because 

according to him the several fg?iTS or which are 

discussed in this Pada are each of them discussed not on the 
basis of all the Vedantas, but on that of only those Vedantas 
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in which the same is stated, the number of which is 
generally two, three or four only. To us, it appears that 
there is no reference to the several BrUTS like 

#>5lT5n:^?n ( as a ), etc., 

here ; but only and its meditations are discussed here and 
that ‘ ’ is to be understood literally, because the 

problems of this Pada are discussed on the basis of all the 

Upanisadic texts ( i. e. Vedantas ) of all the Branches of each 

Veda ( See Note on in Bra. Su. III. 3. 2, and 

^ in Bra. Sii. III. 3. 55 ). 

Sutra 2 

5. in Sutra III. 3. 2 — The opponent argues that 

one and the same Brahman is not taught in all the Vedantas, 
because saVsfJfl and other proofs of identity of topic in all of 
them are ‘ not the same ’ ( ). To us it seems that as in 

the preceding Siitra the Sutrakara asserted the identity 

of as the argument, in Sutra 2 asserts that 

these etc., are different. 

6. — The Sutrakara in Sutra 1 assered that 

and others were the same in all the Vedantas and therefore 
the knowledge ( ) of Brahman was to bo had from all 

the Vedantas. The opponent in Sutra 2 says that all the 
Vedantas do not teach Brahman ( but some teach 5^ also ), 
because etc,, are not identical in all the Vedantas 

To this the Sutrakara replies in “ 

“ ” seems to us to refer to “ ” as 

understood. We make this suggestion because in Sutra III. 
3. 55 we have “ fi; ” It appears to us that 

Sutras 1-54 deal with the meditation on Brahman not thought 
of as consisting of “ parts ” ( ), while Sutras 55-59 deal 

with the meditation on Brahman thaught of as consisting of 
“ parts ” ( SigiVqT^ilT: ). In Sutra 55 the Sutrakara 

seems to mention the difference between the meditation on 
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Brahman without parts and the same on Brahman with parts. 
He has proposed an in the case of the meditation on 

Brahman without parts in Sutra III. 3. 5, but in Sutra 55 he 
says that the meditations of Brahman based upon the 3T|fs 
of Brahman should not be collected, because they are taught 
in the Branches of each particular Veda 

From this it appears that the Sutrakara ( in Sfitra III 3. 
55 ) argues that the oiay be collected 

in the ^i^fs of each Veda, so that the followers of one 
Veda should not practise such meditations of the ^^s 
of another Veda. 

To us it seems that Sutras 1-2 which deal with the main 
or the meditation on Brahman itself should be consi- 
dered from the standpoint of what is said in Sutra 55 and the 
following regarding the 

In the case of the Sutrakara says that 

Brahman is taught in all the Vedantas i. e., in all the Upani- 
sads of all the Vedas. Thus, he distinguishes the meditation 
on Brahman from that on The thoughts of 

the latter belong to Branches of only each Veda; so all 
Branches of only each Veda should collect the thoughts on 
the 3 l|fs of Brahman for themselves from all the Branches of 
each Veda. But in the meditation of Brahman itself, all Vedas 
i. e., the followers of all the Branches of all the Vedas should 
collect the thoughts eto., on Brahman. 

Thus, are taught in all the Vedas, 

while belong to or are taught in all the 

Branches of each Veda only. 

As a result of the above conclusion, the Sutrakara ( in 
Sutra 2 ) seems to reply the opponent’s argument by saying 
that ifTrt^»H eic., are the same even in one Branch of each Veda, 
we shall conclude that all the Vedas teach the same Brahman. 
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The opponent argued that were not the same 

in all the Vedantas or Upanisads, so that Brahman only was 
not known from all the Vedantas; certain Vedantas taught 
5^ and not Brahman. In this ease though and 

( and ) may be the same in all the Vedantas, 

the ^ and of the would be different from 

those of the sr«IH^!^T5=crs ( See Note on Bra. Su. III. 2. 27 ), 

“ ” — The Sutrakara replies that if c.tc., 

were the same even in one Branch of each Veda, he would 
assert that the knowledge of Brahman was given in all the 
Vedantas ( because or sr^ifT and or 5^ were 

only two aspects of the same Brahman ), 

Thus, the singular number ( to be contrasted 

with the plural number ( ) in order to grasp the 
difference in the Sutrakara’s view about the teaching of 
sTfR. and that of Brahman with parts. should be taken 

as understood in Sutra 2. 

According to the Sutrakara’s reply ( ) in Sutra 

2, the difference of xfl^WT etc,, between the various Vedantas 
does not matter, because even if they are the same in only 
one Branch of each of the Vedas, Brahman is known from all 
the Vedantas. So that the different etc.^ differ 

only in expression, not in sense. Thus, Brahman may have 
different names in different Branches. 

7. in Sutra III. 3. 2 appears to us to be a con- 
tradiction of in ( Sutra III. 3. 1 ) and 

should mean would probably refer to the fact 

that in some Upanisads ‘ Brahman’ is taught, in others ‘Purusa’ 
( ) ; in some the goal is said to be Brahman, in 
others Brahmaloka ( ). Saiikara says that means 

gor^Irl.? but we 6nd no reference to Jjor in the Sutra itself, 

‘ should mean ‘ as the expression 

‘ in Bra. Sii. III. 3. 56 shows Sankara 
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explains as 

This ‘ goi^^qtlf^ ’ is neither stated nor implied in the Sutra, 
though it may be consistent with Sankara’s illustration of 
( Cha. Upa. V. 9 ). 

I 

A serious difficulty in accepting Saiikara’s interpretation 
of Bra. Su. III. 3. 2 is that he takes as the topic 

of the Sutra,' though in this Sutra the Sutrakara only discusses 
Brahman as the teaching of all Vedantas, and is first 

introduced only in Su. III. 3. 5. 

Sutra 3 

8. An objection may be raised against Bra. Su. III. 3. 1 
as follows: — If all the Vedantas teach the same Brahman, one 
must learn all the Vedantas; but this is not so, because one 
learns only the text of his own Branch ( his own ‘ svadhyaya ). 

The Sutrakara answers this objection by pointing out 
that ‘ svadhyaya ’ is “ what it means ” ( gr«I(rq ), i. e., by its 
very name it is meant to bo studied by only him whose 
svadhyaya it is, and that one is considered religiously fit 
( ) or one has the religious fitness viz., the discharge 

of obligation to the practice of his family. Thus, it is only a 
religious formality that one is to study his own svadhyaya; it 
does not go against the fact that all the Vedantas teach 
( the same ) Brahman. does not conflict with 

taking the same Brahman as taught in all Vedantas, even if 
etc., be identical in one Branch of every Veda. Svd- 
dhyaya is meant to be studied in one’s own Branch ( 

) and also one is entitled to repeat the text in vogue 
( ) in one’s Branch. 

So, svadhyaya has its purpose fulfilled, when one studies 
and repeats the text of his Sakha only. But so far as the 
knowledge of Brahman is considered, it may be gathered 
from all the Vedantas. 

9. The fqq'lT of svadhyaya is like that of ^qs. The ^qs 
are the only sacrifices restricted to the followers of only one 
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Veda ( ), all other sacriBces being common to all 

the Vedas. Similarly svadhyaya is meant for only one Branch 
of a particular Veda. The knowledge of Brahman is meant 

for the followers of and may be gathered from all the Vedas, 

10. V, L. for The idea seems to be 

similar to that in 

cTraisHtg aisnir??! ii ( Bha. Gi. II. 46 ). 

When water is overflowing everywhere, it matters very little 
from what place one fetches water for himself. Similarly 
when Brahman is taught in all Vedantas, it matters little 
which Vedanta one adopts as his svadhyaya ' text of 
obligatory religious study. ’ 

11. ‘ ’ should mean ‘ ’ and not “ 

f5T^^?TI^«Tf ” as Sankara puts it. Sankara 

separates from unnecessarily; he explains it 

by “ qqf »T fqcnq'i: ” and thus makes one sentence 

out of one ( ‘ ’ ) in the Sutra. After ‘ ’ 

( interpreted as ) Sankara adds ‘ 

^mqqffcr. ’ However, in his 
subsequent discussion it is clear that he also feels that this 

addition is not sufficient to serve his purpose. It is strange 

that “ iC?rT sTBrfqqj*!.” in the Mundaka Upanisad ( Mu. Upa. 
HI. 2. 10 ) should be interpreted as referring to the particular 
text-book instead of to the Lore about Brahman taught in 
that Upanisad. Moreover, Sankara separates ‘ ’ from 

‘ ’ and interprets ‘ ’ as “ ” 

and to it he adds “ 

q^ ” Thus, according to Sankara each of 

the words ‘ ’ ‘ 5rqR^q ’ ‘ HqiqJT ’ and ‘ ’ 

is equivalent to an individual sentence, instead of the whole 
expression giving two ^gs viz., ?rqr?qq and 

qfq^RT^Ri,, as we have suggested. ‘ ’ in the Sutra should 
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mean ‘ ’ and not ‘ ’ as Sankara 

interprets it. ‘ ’ must refer to some word in the Sutra itself. 

In fact the Sutra ( III. 3. 3 ) is an explanation of why 
there should he a rule about the svadhyaya, when all the 
Vedantas teach the same Brahman. The Sutrakara says 
that though, all the Vedantas teach Brahman, one is not given 
the option of choosing any Vedanta text for svadhyaya, but 
everyone is obliged to study his own text ( as svadhyaya ). There 
is no reference to the of the in the Sutra at all. 

Sutra 4 

10. — This is a reference to such texts as 

( Katha Upa. II. 15 ). The Sruti shows that 
only one Brahman is known from all the Vedantas. 

We may raise a question: Can refer also to such 

Srutis as 

is used in the Brahmasutras as distinct from 
“ Wgg, ” because where the Sutrakara wants to refer to both 
Sifg and he gives such a Sutra as “ glgt 

” ( III. 2. 17 ). So, seema to be a reference to 

I 

only Sruti. 

13. Sankara’s vpisg on Sutra III. 3. 4 is in two parts, 
one quoting certain texts and another giving cross references 
to the same as found in tivo different Vedanta texts. The 

latter part, of course, is not given as an explanation of the Sutra. 

Sankara’s quotation proves that all and not some Vedantas, 
in the opinion of the Sutrakara, teach the same Brahman. 
But from what follows (See Sankara’s comm, on Bra. Su. 
III. 3 ) we learn that Sankara takes “ ” as only those in 

which a particular fg?lT or fggPT is given. Thus Sankara 
modifies the sense of ‘ gr# ’ in both the Sutra ( III. 3. 1 ) and 
the Sruti referred to in Su. III. 3. 4. 
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SECTION II 

Collecting of Information, Attributes, Method of 
Meditation, Aspects, etc. 

Sutra 111* 3. 5-9 

( ^ i 

( v9 ) ^ l 

( c ) g l 

( I 

TRANSLATION 

Owing to the identity of topic ( Brahman ) the 
Collecting together [ of the attributes and other information 
relating to Brahman should be done from all the Vedantas ], 
as in the case of those ( rites ) which are subsidiary to 
an Injunction ; and [ this Collecting is to be done ] in the 
case of a similar [ text ]. 5 

If it be argued, “ It is otherwise [ than the proposed 
Collecting ], on the ground of the Sruti, ” we reply, “ No, 
because of non-difference” [ of the topic, as stated above ]. 6 

Nor [ is it otherwise ] on the ground of the diversity 
of Context, just as the parovarlyastva [ of the Udgitha, etc., 
cannot be said to be different from the parovarlyastva of 
other things ]. 7 

If it be argued, “ [ It is otherwise ] on the ground of 
the Designations [ of Brahman, being different ],” we reply 
that “ We have already expressed [ our view about ] it ; 
but, even then [ the Collecting ] remains.” 8 

And [ our view about the Collecting is ] the proper 
one, because [ Brahman is spoken of as ] all-pervading. 9 



NOTES 

Sutra 5 

1. In Sutras III. 3. 1-4 the Sfitrakara has proved that all 
the Vedantas teach ( the same ) Brahman ; that, in other 
words, the subject of all the Vedantas is the same ( sfffinr ). 
Now, he argues further. Because the same ( Brahman ) is 
the topic of all the Vedantas, a Collection of the thoughts 
and other information on Brahman mentioned in the various 
Vedantas should be made. 

2. — In the Purvamimamsa, a rule is established 
that all the subsidiary rites pertaining to an Injunction should 
be collected from tbe various texts where they occur. The 
Sutrakara applies this rule in the case of the meditation 
on Brahman. 

3. — This word seems to state a condition under which 
the Collection should be made. It seems to us to be as follows : 

The Sutrakara distinguishes between two ^ types of 
texts viz., the Vedantas and the other parts of the Sruti. The 
information about Brahman is to be collected together from 
all Vedanta texts, not from the other Sruti texts such as the 
Sanihitas and Brahmanas. Thus, ‘ ’ means in the case 

of a similar text i. e., ‘ a Vedanta text. ’ This meaning of 
‘ ’ is suggested to us by the word ‘ ’ in Bra. Su. 

III. 3. 19. 

4. is a Collection and as Brahman is to be shown 

to be tbe Collection is to be made from all the 

Vedantas, not merely from two or more Vedantas; further, the 
Collection is not to be made mutually by two or more Branches 
dealing with the same f^nr, as Sankara and other commenta- 
tors say; but it is to be made by the followers of all the 
Branches of all the Vedas, as is implied in ‘ 
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( See Sankara’s meaning of in Bra, Su. II. 1. 24. 

%5r and III. 4. 48 ) 

5. Sankara takes to mean “ ?r: 

It seems to us that is a reference 

to the conclusion established in the preceding Adhikarana 
consisting of Sutras III. 3. 1-4. The same 3Ts| is taught in 
all the Vedantas ( ), therefore a Collection of the 

( meditational ) thoughts and other information on that 3T^, 
viz,, Brahman, should be made. ( See also the following Note. ) 

Sutra 6 

6. According to Sankara Sutra 5 is to be directly 
connected with Sutra 10, and Sutras 6-8 form an independent 
Adhikarana ( See the last sentence of Sa. Bha. on Bra. Su. 

III. 3. 5— 3T5E^cr g srq^! i ). 

But, to us it seems that Sutra 6 and the following three 
Sutras are directly connected with Sutra 5, all of them forming 
the same Adhikarana. 

7. — "t'his is a view as regards the 

proposed by the Sutrakara in the preceding Sutra. The oppo- 
nent says that no Collection should be made ( lit. “ the fact 
is otherwise than that stated in Sutra 5 ” ), because of the 
explicit word of the Sruti There are Srutis which 

declare that one should know Brahman “ thus ” (qqg^) i- (■, 
as it is taught in one particular Branch of a Veda, e. g., ( 1 ) 

qq^ qq qw?flRq qnrifq qqfq qun^ qqfq q 

qq q^—Cha. Upa. IV. 15. 3 ; ( 2 ) ^ qi qq 3TTmi q^qer^q 

qqfq^ 5Eq»l I— Cha. 

Upa. VIII. 3. 3 which refers to the q5?;fq?Ii; ( 3 ) qqf^qgFrlt 

»j^TSS?q?^RJnq q^q%— By. Upa. 

IV. 4. 23. The opponent argues: “In all these passages the 
Sruti insists upon the knowledge of Brahman in the very way 
in which it is taught in the particular Branch of a Veda. 
Therefore, no Collection from all the Vedantas is required to 
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be made for the knowledge of Brahman. ” ( See Sa. Bha. on 
Bra. Su. III. 3 . 10. ) 

8. — This seems to refer to the identity of the 

topic in the various Vedantas in which the knowledge of 
Brahman “ in a particular way ” ( q[^ ) is demanded from 
the aspirant. Brahman as taught in the Srutis in which 
expressions like etc., occur and in 

other Srutis is the same ; therefore such an expression 

cannot debar us from making the Collection of thoughts on 
Brahman. The 3 T^ ( topic ) being the same, the ^ 5 ^ does 
not matter. 

9. Sankara in his interpre^tion of this Sutra takes it 

to be a discussion of the STfwi^^n or passages from 

the Br. Upu. and the Cha. Upa. ( Br. Upa. I. 3 , and Cha. 
Upa. I. 2 ). But the Sutra itself contains no indication of 
such a reference. If we look to the context, * should 

mean “ otherwise ” than the K mentioned in the preceding 
Sutra, as explained above. Again, Sankara does not take 

as the ^§’7^ view, but according to him the 
whole Sutra ( III. 3. 6 ) is a Moreover, in this case 

Sankara’s interpretation of the mnifst?ir is quite different from 
that which he proposes as the aim of this Pada in his inter- 
pretation of Sutras III. 3 . 1-4 ; i. e., in this case the 
insists that both the Vedanta texts teach the same while 

the establishes that the two are not identical. 

Lastly, Sankara interprets aTfsr«IR 5 rq: as “ ^ 5% ” 

inspite of there being no mention <jf iu the immediately 

preceding Sutra and, again, he modifies the sense of 
into sifcR 

Sutra 7 

10. “ ” here means “ or ”. We think, in this Sutra 

it is not used in the sense of “ 5 ” as Sankara understands it. 
And ‘ »T ^ would mean ‘ jt ^ 
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Thus, it is not necessary to take SQtra 6 as a ( because 

‘ ’ does not mean “ g ” ). Instead of saying “ 

”, the Sutra simply says “ ^ 

11. — This is one more argument of the ^<7^ for 

‘ 3T5?jS!n?5ni. The argues that there can be no Collection 

( of attributes etc., of Brahman ) from all the Vedantas (^qqqifcT- 

Bra. Su. III. 3. 1), because the jr^!i:nror context of each 
of the Vedantas is different from that of the rest, though Brahman 
be taken as taught in all the Vedantas ( Bra, Su. III. 3. 1 ). 

12. q5^q;0fq^qf^qg^Here the Sutrakara seems to give 

an illustration in which the sense ( of a word ) remains the 
same though the context varies ; so that does not 

cause fq^. 

refers to Cha. Upa, I. 9 where is an 

adjective of ^qis, and of iftqq or life in this world; and 

it also refers to Cha. Upa. II. 7 where q^fq^q^T is an adjective 
of and of qM, qi^, =q^:, «rtq, taken as a group. 

In all these different places of context, the word q^q^^ei^ has 
the same sense, viz., that ( series ) in which each succeeding 
member is superior to each preceding one ”. By in the Sutra 
the Sutrakara refers to some other words like q^tq^qq which 
have the same sense in different places. All that the Sutrakara 
seems to say is that the variety of the q^^roi or context does 
not necessarily lead to the variety of sense. According to the 
Sutrakara and other attributes ( or ‘ thoughts ’ ) of 

Brahman have the same sense even when they are collected 
from the various Vedantas, because they all are the attributes 
of Brahman which is the same in all the Vedantas. When 
q^q^q^ which occurs in one context is also taken in another 
context, it has the same sense ; similarly if we take snqsq and 
other attributes from the various Vedantas and collect them 
for the purpose of meditation on Brahman, they will not change 
their sense. 
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13. According to Sankara, this is a Siddhanta Sutra and 

establishes that the or loro in Cha. Upa. I. 2 is not the 

same as that in Br. Upa. 1. 3 ( ). But it must be pointed 

out that he explains as Several other 

reasons which Saiikara gives, are not referred to in the Sutra, 
We have interpreted “ in as showing an 

illustration ; 'Sankara takes it as 

and supplies as understood qsjr (q^- 

I- Here if he takes “ ” ( in q^V- 

in the sense of qqt, he interprets q^q^q^?q 
as q^q5ftq5R53urfqf^igs(t«ltqr^nTH^. There is no word in the 
Sutra to suggest these additions. Thus, Sankara seems to 
interpret “ q^ ” in both as showing an 

illustration and as meaning fq^q. He does not seem to 
interpret 3iii% in the Sutra. If the last line of Sa. Bhasya on 
Su. III. 3. 7 gives the explanation of q^q^q»cqii^q?I, it 
would appear that according to Saiikara the Sutrakara gives the 
example of two Vedanta texts of the same Upanisad in order to 
prove in two Vedanta texts each of a different Upanisad. 

Sutra 8 

14. This seems to us to be the third argument 

of the »j;qq^^ for STsqqRqJi;^, the first two arguments being 
respectively ( in Bra. Sfi. III. 3. 6 ) and ( in 

Bra. Su. HI. 3. 7 ). The ^qq^ argues that qq^^r^ should 
not be made because the names of Brahman ( which is taught 
in all the Vedantas ) differ. Owing to the various names of 
Brahman, we should not collect the thoughts on or attributes 
of Brahman from the Vedantas. 

15. — The Sutrakara here seems to refer to a 
foregoing Sutra in which he has mentioned the difference of 
the names of Brahman. Probably the reference is to be traced to 
Bra. ^u. III. 2. 27 which reads qvrqsqq^^nitqfsf:'^^?!,— “ Brahman 



96 


Interpretation 


is like the serpent and the coil of serpent because it is called 
both ( ). ” According to the Sutrakara Brahman 

is both and or and 55 ^ ; so it can have both 

the types of names. 

16. srfef g ?T^fq — “ But even then the remains 

a fact The Sutrakara seems to say that the admission of 
various names of Brahman on his part, does not mean that 
thereby he admits the opponent's view that the difference of 
names bars the collection of the attributes of Brahman. In 
fact, the difference in names of Brahman is like that of the 
names and 5:^555 the serpent and the coil ; both are names 
of one and the same object. Therefore, even though the names 
of Brahman differ while ( the same ) Brahman is taught in 
the various Vedantas, a collection of its attributes etc., should 
be made for the purpose of meditation on Brahman. 

17. These three arguments of 51 ®^, and ( in 

Bra. Su. III. 3. 6-8 ) seem to have been referred to by 

in ;n»ll ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 58 ); and that Sutra 

dealing with seems to us to support our 

interpretation of the present Sutras ( III. 3. 5-9 ) dealing with 
not based upon the 3 T|fs of Brahman. 

18. Sankara does not connect with as we 

do, but he interprets and refers to the fact 

that is the one name of the lore in both the Upanisads 

in question. “ ’’ is, according to Saiikara, a reference 

to the preceding Sutra; so that for the opponent’s further 
argument of “ ” tlio Sutrakara, in Sankara’s opinion, 

gives no new reply, but refers him to what he has said in the 
preceding Sutra. Though he himself says that the same 
■viz., ‘ ’ occurs in. both the Upanisads, he argues that 

is g ” is explained by Sankara 

as “ ” Thus, he explains in 

the Sutra as referring to ‘ ’, which is his explanation 

of “ ”• Elsewhere in the Sutras c. in Bra. Su. III. 
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3. 44 ‘ ’ means “ even then. ” It is not clear how 

Sankara interpretes g in the Sutra, because once he takes g 
with and again he seems to interpret g as tT. 

Sutra 9 


19. g’ shows the continuation of the same Adhikarana 
and thus it gives one more argument in favour of the Sutra- 
kara’s view ( about ). Sankara makes one independent 

Adhikarana out of this Sutra and takes g in the sense of g 
without giving any reason why the Sutrakara should prefer to 
use g though he could have used g itself ( See infra ). 


20. As said above, here the Sutrakara seems to give 
one more argument for his view that a Collection of the 
attributes etc., of Brahman should be made. He appears to 
say that because of the omnipresence of Brahman, it is quite 
proper that a Collection of its attributes be made. When a 
principle is omnipresent, it means that it is the only one 
principle in the world. There can not reasonably be two 
omnipresent principles. Brahman is an omnipresent principle, 
hence it is only me and the same ; so the same Brahman 
is taught in all the Vedantas under different names. There- 
fore, it is proper that its attributes be collected for the purpose 
of meditation. 

21. According to Sankara the Sutra discusses 

Cha. Upa. I. 1. 1 ), particularly the meaning of 
the case in apposition of and in this sentence. 

It is perhaps due to this supposed reference of this Sutra to 
Cha. Upa. I. 1. 1 that Sankara is led to interpret “ g ” of the 
Sutra in the sense of g intended to exclude ‘ ’ about 

Cha. Upa. I. 1. 1. “ ” is explained by Sankara by saying 

that the Syllable Om is and that means g4- 

instead of taking in the general sense of 

or ‘ omnipresence ’. He says that the 


13 
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word is put in as an adjective of “ ” in the Sruti 

in question; otherwise, in absence of “ one may under- 
stand the from the simple word “ 

This does not seem to be a very happy argument, because 

when the Sruti starts with whence 

is the possibility of forgetting that here means a Syllable, 

particularly the Syllable Om ? On a subsequent consideration 
Sankara himself sees the difficulty in accepting bis explanation 
of the presence of the word “ in the Sutra 

means ‘ ’ 

Here it may be stated that to us there seems to be not 
the remotest suggestion in these Sutras ( III. 3. 6-9 ) of a 
reference to the Cha, and Br. Upanisad passages, as Sankara 
and other commentators take it to be. The Sutrakara was 
probably not interested in discussing these since the 

of attributes which he actually mentions is that of the 
attributes which he has collected in Bra, Su. 1. 1-3, as will bo 
seen from our interpretation of ( in Bra. Su. III. 3. 

1 1 ), ( in Bra. Su. III. 3. 38 ) and ( in Bra. 

Su. III. 3. 39 ). Moreover, these ^?iis do not really form an 
essential part of 
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Difference of Two Aspects ( Names ) only. 

Sutra III. 3. 10 


( I 


TRANSLATION 


These two [ designations or aspects of Brahman are to 
be understood as ] distinct from each other [ lit. elsewhere than 
the non-difference ( abheda ) established in all points sabda, 
prakarana etc. ] 



NOTES 

Sutra 10 

1. This seems to refer to the identity or non- 
difference in respect of ( Bra. Su. III. 

3. 1 ), ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 6 ) and st^ot ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 7 ). 

In both the preceding Adhikaranas ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 1-4, III. 
3. 5-9 ), an attempt is made to prove the identity of several 
points with respect to Brahman. ( See in Sutra 1, 

in Sutra 5, and the refutation of ^ in Sutra 2, 
in Sutra 6 and inE?:nr^ in Sutra 7. ) 

There was only one point with regard to Brahman, in 
which the Sutrakara did not object to the difference proposed 
by the opponent, viz., the names, ^9fs, of Brahman ( Sutra 8 ); 
and even there he said that there were only two names of 
Brahman just as a serpent is called stfg and which ( names ) 

were not identical though Brahman is one and the same, and 
though the only same Brahman is taught in all the Vedantas. 

2. seems to mean ( lit. elsewhere than 

in ). 

3. seems to refer to the two ^i^fs or rather two types 
of names of Brahman admitted and mentioned by the Sutra- 
kara in Sutra III. 3. 8 ( and in Su. III. 2. 27; see also Sutra 
III. 3. 52 ). 

4. Thus, looking to the context we are inclined to 

think that the Sutrakara ( in Sutra 10 ) says that there is 
identity in all respects regarding Brahman, except in the 
case of these two ^^fs. This would ultimately mean that 
the two aspects of Brahman, and should be 

understood as identical in so far as Brahman is one. 
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In the Sutras that follow ( ». e., in HI. 3. 11-54 ), the 
Sutrakara explains how Brahman under these two different 
names is to be meditated upon. Sutras HI. 3. 11-54 would 
appear to support the interpretation of Sutras III, 2, 11-41 
and III. 3. 1-10 proposed by us. 

5. Sankara understands this Sutra to refer to the passages 
about in the By. Upa., the Cha. Upa., and the 

Katha Upa., though the Sutra contains no word indicative of 
such a reference. “ ” in the Sutra which should refer to 

some word in the preceding Sutra or Sutras is interpreted by 
Sankara as referring to !pn« in the 

passages which he quotes. Thus, he takes ” as mas. 
plu. instead of as fem. du. referring to the two mentioned 
in Su. III. 3. 8 and thereby to the 3?^^^ and aspects 

of Brahman, as done by us. “ ” is construed by Sankara, 

not as afTf?i?r but as correlative of taken as under- 
stood by him. Lastly, as interpreted by us refers to 

all the or identity mentioned by the Sutrakara in the 

preceding two Adhikaranas, while according to Sankara 
means “ ^ snoTf^^TRJTfil^ ” and the 

reason for this statement is given by Saiikara himself, viz., 

To us it seems that does not 

contain even the slightest reference to the smn^wr^s. The 
argument of the on which it based its view about the 

passages, and the reply of the to that argu- 

ment are neither of them mentioned in the Sutra ; only 
Sankara is responsible for them. 
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Attributes of the Pradhana Aspect of Brahman. 

Sutras 111. 3. 11-15 

( U ) JT^TR^^ I 

ilR) ft I 

( ?^ ) i 

( ?» ) STT^^TRR ST^STHTWRTrt I 
( ?^ ) I 

TRANSLATION 

Bliss ^nd the other ( attributes ) belong to the chief 
aspect [ i. e. the formless aspect ] of Brahman. 1 1 

We cannot admit priyasirastva and the other attributes, 
because increment and decrement of [ ananda as implied 
in the phrases priyasirastva etc., can be supposed to take 
place in Brahman ] if there is a difference [ in the degree 
of bliss within Brahman, but the latter is not the case]. 12 

But we cannot admit [ lit. There is no admission of J 
othere attributes [ than anandadayah and priyaUrastva- 
dayah ], because these have the sameness of sense, 13 

because they have no utility for the purpose of 
meditation, 14 

and because [ the use of ] the word “ Atman ” [ as 
the subject of these attributes shows that they are common 
also to the. Jivatman ]. 


15 



NOTES 

Sutra II 

1. si«rr»T??r — This word is the same as in Bra. Su. III. 2. 

14 ( 3 T^q€r^ ff ). ( See our Notes on that Sutras. ) 

The Sutrakara believes that Brahman has two aspects, viz., the 

which is the qvTiq or chief aspect and the which 

is the fri?: ( in Sutra III. 3. 16 ) or aspect. The Sutra- 
kara also seems to believe that the aspect has no 

form but it has iprs or attributes. This is clear from several 
Sutras ( See Sutras III. 3. 37-42 ). It is also clear from this 
Sutra ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 11 ). 

In using the word qvjR for the 3T?:qq^ aspect which the 
Sutrakara understands to bo the chief aspect of Brahman, ho 
seems to follow tho terminology of the Jaiminisutra. * 

2. — This must refer to a list of attributes, 

collected from various Vedantas, in which is the first 

( ). Sankara and other Acaryas mention several attributes, 

but give no such list as is required by the nature of a 
compound. Even in the Taitiriya Upanisad which is quoted 
in the commentary on this Sutra and to which this Sutra 
undoubtedly refers, there is no such list. 

In our opinion “ ” in this Sutra is a reference to 

q<T: ( Bra Su. I. 1. 2 ) which itself refers to 3TR;^r- 

I 3rt?nf?T I 3TR5^ 

l Tai. Upa. III. 6. 

“ " in refers to ( Bra. Su. I. 1. 12 ), 

( Bra. Su. I. l. 20 ), ( Bra. Su. I. 1. 22 ), qjor 

( Bra. Sfi. I. 1. 23 ), ( Bra. Su. I. 1. 24 ), and snw 

( Bra. Su. I. 1. 28 ). 

Thus, seems to us to be a reference to all the 

attributes in the Srutis discussed in Bra. Su. I. 1. This 



104 


Interpretation 


S'^gg®stion of ours would look more plausible if our interpreta- 
tion of ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 38 and ( Bra. Su. 

III. 3. 39 ) as referring to Bra. Su. I. 2 and 1. 3 respectively 
be correct. 

3. Thus, the Sutra means that the attributes of Brahman 
mentioned in Bra. Su. I. 1 beginning with ananda, are those 
of the chief aspect or “ the formless ” aspect of Brahman, 

4. As shown above the Sutrakara has collected in his 

book the attributes etc., for the meditation on the 

aspect of Brahman ( Cf. also the argument 

in Bra. Su. III. 3. 14 ). But according to Sankara, the Sutra 
means xr«IFR?l s^Tort To, us 

it appears that the Sutrakara here makes no direct attempt to 
reconcile the various conflicting Srutis even so far as the 
aspect of Brahman is concernod. According to him 
one#is to study his own svadhydya; but while meditating on 
Brahman he may collect the attributes of Brahman ( “ as many 
of them as possible ’’-—See Sutra III. 3. 31 ). Sankara or any 
other Acarya gives no explanation for the use of the word 
“ ” in the sense of Brahman. Sankara has used the 

word ‘ ’ instead of ‘ ’ as an explanation of ‘ sr«nH. ’ 

From this it would appear that Sankara takes this Sutra to 
refer to the ivroyiT or tn: of his School. The same is 

indicated by his explanation of in as 

If this inference regarding Sankara’s inter- 
pretation be correct, the question arises : ‘ How can the 
mH^have viws or jjors ? ’ According to the Sutrakara, there is 
no inconsistency because srviH is not though it is 

According to Sankara the reason for “ 

si^qTr55srf:-is “ ” The Sutra 

neither mentions this reason nor does it contain any other 
expression like nw ( e. g., in Bra. Su. II. 3, 18 ) or 
( 9-> ®ra, Su. I. 4. 28, II. 1. 3 ) which would justify such 

an “ ” In fact the Sutrakara in Sutra 11 only makes 
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a statement of his scheme in selecting the Srutis for discussion 
in Bra. Su. I. 1. He makes no attempt to reconcile any 
^rutis here and therefore he is required to give no argument 
for sraT«T^7. 

Sutra 12 

5. — This is undoubtedly a reference to Tai. 

Upa. II. 5, as is pointed out by the commentators. By “ ” 

we must understand etc. 

6. STSrrfn — means non-admission or non-acceptance, reje- 
ction. This is the use of snnfH in Bra. Su. II. 2. JS ( 

), II. 2. 22 ( 

), etc. The Sutrakara has, according to this Sutra, 
rejected these attributes, though the Tai. Upa. mentions them 
as belonging to Brahman. This is consistent with the fact 

that he has not mentioned in Bra. Su. I, where 

he has discussed the attributes of Brahman. 

7. — This is a reference to the words fsr?T, 

smt^, ( and perhaps to also in ‘ 5r?r J'S® vf^SI ’ )• 

These words are such that each succeeding word indicates 
a greater degree of bliss than each preceding word. So, 

the increment and decrement ( ) which the 

Sutrakara has in his mind are only with reference to the 
quality of 3TR?^ in the which ( quality ) is also 

mentioned in the preceding Sutra. This explains also why 

is placed after aiRr^l^q;. On mentioning the 

Sutrakara was naturally reminded of other attributes like 

^.tc., which refer to the various degrees 
of the quality of bliss in Brahman. 

8. — This gives the reason why the 

Sutrakara rejected jjnrs of Brahman. According 

to him aiRV^ is an attribute of ( the 3 l^qqg[^or ) Brahman 
but he admits no such difference of degree ( ) in the 


li 
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attribute of Brahman, as is expressed by the attributes like 
The attribute, 3TRr^ in Brahman is the same; 
it does not undergo change, we may say, like the same 
attribute 3n»T^ ia men. Thus, because the in Brahman 

always remains the same and does not undergo change ( ), 

the Sutrakara rejects such attributes as 

9. The fact that the Sutrakara rejects these attributes 

by giving an argument of the sameness or changelessness of 
the of Brahman, proves indirectly that according to the 

Sutrakara the Tai. Upa. taught these as attributes of Brahman. 
Thus, Sankara’s doctrine that ^re not 

add also his interpretation of Bra. Sti. I. 1. 12 based on 
that doctrine, are both of them inconsistent with the view of 
the Sutrakara. In the light of Sutra III. 3. 11-12 in our view 
Bra. Su. I. 1. 12-19 teaches that or is an attri- 

bute of Brahman. 

10. feaiikara interprets snTtfn in the sense of ( 
aisnf^:. But the Sutrakara totally rejects 

without making any condition as to their appropriateness in 
the Tai. Upa. The Sutrakara, moreover, refers to 

only, but Sankara explains it as referring to Brahman 
itself and quotes ‘ ’• ^*so gives more reasons 

for 3?snfH than the one given by the Sutrakara. Again, 
Sankara says that the Sutrakara’s ( “ restriction ” ) of 

should also be applied to other attributes like 
etc. This is inconsistent with Bra. Su. I. 2. 1 and 
Bra. So. III. 3. 38 where, unlike the rejection and exclusion of 
from the lists of 5013, the Sutrakara clearly 
mei»tions as an attribute of Brahman. Finally, Sankara’s 

remarks regarding fk 

) go against the 

Sutrakara’s view that the sj^qqrj^ aspect of Brahman has also 
jyus ( Bra. SQ. III. 3. 11, 37-42 ) , just as the ^qq?I. aspect. 
There is no Brahman according to the Sutrakara, nor 

Brahman after the fashion of Sankara. 
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Sutra 13 

11. — The Sutrakara has mentioned in 

Sutra 11 and in Sutra 12. Now, by he must 

be referring to a third group of attributes. Again, as 
occurs in Sutra 12, this third group seems to us to be a group 
of attributes ' which the Sutrakara has rejected i. e., which he 
has not mentioned in Bra. Su. I. 1-3. We mean that if we 
look to the contexts ( Sutra 12 ), should be a group of 
rejected attributes. As we shall show below, 

srqtSRWratrl and are reasons for the 

rejectwn of certain attributes. If this interpretation of ours be 
true, our explanation of fcft would be more plausible. The 
degree of this plausibility will further increase if Sutra 33 
refers to in this, Sutra, as we are going to suggest 

in our interpretation of Sutra III. 3. 33. 

It seems to us that refers to such attributes as are 
mentioned in 

( Br. Upa. III. 8. 8. ) 

12. — According to the Sutrakara, these 
attributes have the same aim; therefore they have not been 
admitted ( ) by him in his list of attributes of the 
aspect of Brahman ( Bra. Su. I. 1 ). The Sutrakara does not 
feel the necessity of collecting them along with other attributes 
beeause they have the same sense ; while the other attributes, 

^tc., which he has collected, have each of them their 
own individual sense ( See Note 14 below for ). 

The word in Sutra III. 3. 33 seems to refer to 

in this Sutra. 

13. g shows the rejection of a which insisted on 

collecting these attributes. 

14. Sankara does not take as referring to a group 
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other than both and but he refers it 

to To US the context appears to require that we 

should have a reference to three groups of attributes here, 
viz., 9n«tR[T^?:, and and that “ smiBi: ” is to 

be construed with also. 

seems to us to be a reference to the fact 
that all the negative attributes have the common meaning or 
purpose of denying any specific form of Brahman. Now, 
“ stfSTR ” being taken as the Sutrakara did not feel it 

necessary to include these negative attributes in his list of 
attributes of Brahman. Sankara, however, understands «r^- 
to mean 

Sutra 14 

15. The group of jpJTT* is not admitted also because 

they are of no use for the purpose of meditation on Brahman, 
since the or aspect of Brahman is the object 

of meditation. 

I 

16. Sankara takes Katha Upa, III. 10-11 as the 

of this and the following Sutras, and makes one independent 
Adhikarana of these two Sutras. It should be said that Sutra 
14 contains no indication of a reference to the £.atha Upanisad 
( Ka. Upa. III. 10-11 ); and the which is used as an 

argument in Sutra 15 is found in the Katha Upa. passage, 
as well as in many other Upanisadic passages, so it cannot 
be taken as a sure indication of a reference to the Katha 
Upa. in these Sutras. Moreover, as Sankara notices in his 
bhasya on Sutra 15, Ka^ha Upa. III. 10-11 has been fully 
discussed by the Sutrakara in seven Sutras ( Bra. Su. I. 4 . 1-7 ). 
Again, the doubt which, according to Sankara, is meant to be 
solved by these two Sutras, is whether each member of this 
series or only the jqq in the Katha Upa. is intended to be 
established as q?:. As Sankara himself says { See the last 
sentence in his bhftsya on Sutra III. 3. 15) this doubt is solved 
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by Katha Upa. III. 9 ; so, it appears to us, that the doubt was 
not raised by the Sutrakara at all. Thus, it seems that Sutras 
14 and 15 do not refer to the Katha Upanisad. 

17. ^ in Sutra 15 shows that 

and are all of them arguments for 

the rejection of and that is the last argument, 

thereby bringing the Adhikarana to an end. Thus, this also 
goes against Sankara’s interpretation of Sutras 14 and 15. 

18. Sankara divides Sutra 14 into two parts by separating 

and We have seen that Sutra 14 is 

one whole Sutra and contains one argument for the exclusion 
of fcR ( goic ) from the Sutrakara’s list of the attributes of 
Brahman. According to Saiikara does not mean ‘ for 

meditation ’ but it means “ for the right understanding ” 
( And “ 
means “ ^ srfkq^ m l”. 

Sutra 13 

19. — The aksara passage quoted under Sutra 
13 runs further on as follows 

JTwrfq^rt^ s[f 

lT??i felTT?!... I ( Bf. Upa. III. 8 . 11 ). 

In the section which precedes this passage we read qq ^ 
3Ti?JTif?rqf?q^s^ 

jn-qtscflsfe s[qi «iV?uqi5qVsrTVs^rr q?cfr 

^ 3 TtrlTIfciqfTqg?TtSrltir?q^^ff...l ( Bf. Upa. III. 7. 23). 

To us it seems, the Sutrakara points to the fact that the 

S'®!!: jyJTs of the individual soul ( asTTrq;!;) in so 

far as the words “ qq ^ 3Ti?in ” occur with the same epithets 
( of ‘‘ the unseen seer ”, “ the unheard hearer ”, etc. ) as are 
used for The Sutrakara seems to mean that he has not 

collected these attributes of aksara because they are asserted 
with reference to the individual soul also. The soul also 
possesses these qualities. Therefore the soul has not to 
acquire them by meditation, as in the case of other 501 s which 
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are solelv the gofs of the Supreme Being ( See in Shtra 
III. 3. 33 ) and which are yet to be acquired by the soul. 

In another place the Sutrakara uses the same argument 
( ) to show that “ ” in Cha. Upa, VI. 2. 1 is 

not a material principle [ ^^lf5R[r5^R^...Bra. Su. I. 1. 6 ). 

I 

20. Sankara says that the 5^ of Katha Upa. III. 11 is 
called in Katha Upa. III. 12 and therefore the 

31^8, of Katha Upa, III, 10-11 are suggestively 

declared to be and thereby the alone is shown to 

be “ difficult to be known *’ and “ comprehensible only to the 
sharp-talented. ” Thus, Sankara has to supply a great part 
of the argument in Sutra 15 by additions foreign to the Sutra. 
( Moreover, in Katha Upa. III. 10 the word srtrJTsi. is used 
along with ) 



SECTION V 


Identification of One's Own Self with Brahman ( atmagrhiti ) 
as Method of Meditation on Brahman. 

Sutras 111. 3. 16-17 

< ?v9 ) i 

TRANSLATION 

[The method of meditation on the arUpavat or avyakta 
aspect of Brahman is that of ] conceiving it as one’s own 
self — just as ( the method ) in the case of the other ( i. e., 
the rupvat or Purusa aspect of Brahman ) — because of 
the subsequent passage of the ^ruti. 16 

If the opponent says [ that the method of meditation 
is to conceive Brahman as one’s ownself ] because of 
the grammatical meaning [ of the sentence ], we reply, 

“ It should be so because of the emphatic declaration [ in 
the Sruti, describing the method of meditation ] ”. 17 



NOTES 

Sutra 16 

1. — This seems to us to refer to the method 
of meditation on the arupavat or nirakara aspect of Brahman. 
Brahman is to be meditated upon as or understood to be the 
Self of the meditator. The method of meditation is that of 

“ self-identifioation with Brahman. ” The Sutra refers 
to in By. Upa. I. 4. 7. 

2. — This gives the reason for the method. 

It refers to the sentences which follow Br. Upa. I. 4. 7, viz., 

e ?t>s5?Tr fr %gf, ?t«ii 

^qRT...( Bf. Upa. I. 4. 10 ). ^TrWrqq'Vqi^'^ in Br. Upa. 
I. 4. 7 is explained in this passage by “ q qq q^lil sI5JRlft% ” 
and the importance of is proved by saying arq qt^^qf 

%qqt3qR^s?q>^<5iTqsq>sfq^;fl% q ^ %5f. 

3. — In Sutra 11, the Sutrakara has begun the 
description of the technique of the meditation on the q^TR or 

aspect of Brahman by saying that sTRfi^T^q; are the 
ijoTs of the qqiq ( Sutra 1 1 and that other ijors are not to be 
taken in that meditation ( Sutras 12-15 ). In Sutra 16 he states 
the method of that meditation with reference to the g fq ;q q q [^. 
But at the same time he says that this method is like the 
method used in the other case, i. e., used for the meditation on 
the other aspect viz., the ^qq?l^ aspect of Brahman. is 

“ other than the pradhana aspect of Brahman. 

That this suggestion of ours regarding the meaning of 
is correct can readily be seen from our interpretation of 
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Sfitra m. 3. 43 where this Sutra ( III. 3. 16 ) is ve^ probably 
referred to. Also there are several other indications in this 
Pada, which support our interpretation of as e. 9-, 

( in III. 8. 10 ), ( in III. 3. 28 ), ( in III. 3. 

45 ), etc. 

4. According to Sankara the Sutra discusses whether 

STTflTT in Ai. Upa. I. 1 means or something else like 

!T3nt|f?r. The reason, given by Saiikara, for raising this question 
seems to us to be very weak. Again, a^IrTIT in Ai. Upa. I. 1, 
according to Saiikara, is explained by the Sutrakara as 

and Sankara shows this by interpreting 3Ti?jn in 
( in the Sutra ) as <n:JTRiTt. If this were really the case, why 
should the Sutrakara himself not have worded the Sutra as 
instead of the expression “ ” which is 

vague, as the word itself occurs in the so called doubtful 

passage ( Ai, Upa, I. I ) ? Moreover, “ is interpreted 

by Sankara as tpCRRiTsfr . Saiikara 

and other Acaryas seem to us to have missed the fact that 
Sutra III. 3. 43 refers to in this Sutra ( III 3. 16 ). 

Lastly, in the Sutra, according to Sankara refers to 

^ f ^ ” ( Ai. Upa. I. I ) “ H ” 

( Ai. Upa. 1. 2 ). Here, according to Sankara, the 
which the argued to be a characteristic of the Jivatman 

or any other but Brahman, is easily shown by the 

Sutrakara to be a characteristic of tRlTRJT^. 

Sutra 17 

5. 3T?^tTTf^% Regarding the method of meditation 

on Brahman we are told above by the Sutrakara that Brahman 
is to be meditated upon as the Self of the meditator ( ). 

His opponent seems to say that “ We come to this conclusion 
( regarding the method of meditation ) on the ground of the 

!• 
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graramatiodl sense of the subsequent sentence. Thus, “ 3|<f 

?r ^ ” and “ ?t 

W?fTS5 srsn^tftf? ^ taken together lead us to 

the conclusion that Brahman is to be meditated upon as the 
Self of the meditator. 

6. — The Sutrakara does not contradict the 

opponent, because instead of adding ^ after as he usually 

does, he simply says “ By 3Tgvii?:oT, he seems 

to refer to u:^ in 3TIr«?^^qT^?r, “ One should meditate on 

Brahman as nothing else hut his own Self ” ( By. Upa, I. 4. 7 ). 

7. Saiikara takes in the sense of “ STrc^TT^t^ 

Thus, he adds “ ” after He connects this !T 

with taken as understood and thereby makes the 

Sutra refer to his viz., Ai. Upa, 1. 1. We take 

in the sense of 3TRJTij^jw: Sankara interprets 

it as q?:iTR»i*Tt thus also changing to 

in the preceding Sutra. aTg[>3(R:oT he takes as 
. Thus, he interprets as referring 

to in his fq^?igq^?T “ ssrRqi m HsriJT 

” ( Ai. Upa. I. 1 ). In fact his explanation of eT€rsn^'>T 
amounts to instead of pure and simple 

( as we have shown in ariWr^^’ir^ftcT ). 

It should be added that the in which certain 

words are to be interpreted as referring to or denoting q^JTRJTg. 
have been already discussed by the Sutrakara in the first 
Adhyaya, particularly in the first three Padas of that Adhyaya. 
So, it seems to us improbable that the same point be discussed 
in this place in the Sutras ( HI. 3. 16-17 ) once again. 
Moreover, almost everywhere in the Sutras the word “ aTtrJTg. ” 
means the individual soul or the self. Lastly, the other 
argument that the Sruti in question teaches of the 

world and not its and therefore in the Sutra ( III. 3. 16 ) 

means comes from Sankara himself 

and is not mentioned in the Sutra at all. 
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Sankara gives one more interpretation of these Sutras 
( IIL 8. 16-17 ), according to which they discuss a question 
whether Bj, Upa. IV. 3-4 and Cha. Upa, VI. 2-8 have the 
same sense or not. In other words, the question to be decided 
is whether each of these two passages refers to tjcjnrtR;. or 
not. Now, the Sutrakara in Sutra I. 3. 42 has already dis- 
cussed By. Upa. IV. 3. 7; and it seems to us that the 
in Bra. Sti. I. 4. 28 applies to such ^rutis as Cha. Upa. VI. 
Thus in a way there was little possibility of any such doubt 
being raised as, in the opinion of Sankara, is intended to be 
solved by these two Sutras. Moreover, the Sutras contain no 
direct reference to either of the two Srutis mentioned by Sankara. 

In the second interpretation also Sankara interprets 
as and ST??? in his opinion 

does not mean the of 7qc{;iT and but only the 

of the two passages. This does not seem to us to be 
the exact sense of the word 

The word “ ” in the Sutra ( III. 3. 17 ) is here 

interpreted by Sankara in three different ways. 

It may be added that there is no similarity between By. 
Upa. IV. 3-4 and Cha. Upa. VI, as there is, e. g., between 
the passages, or the passages of the 

various Upanisads. For this reason also the doubt regarding 
the of By. Upa. IV. 3-4 and Cha. Upa. VI would not 

arise at all. 

8. See our interpretations of Bra. Su. IV. 1. 3 ( 

and Bra. Su. III. 3. 18-19, which also 
support our interpretation of Sutras III, 3. 16-17. 



SECTION VI 

ApUrva as the Invisible Result ( or Unique Merit) of Meditaiion^ 
The Principle of Apurva to be so understood in 
similar Srutis, not in other Gratis. 

Sutras III. 3. 18-24 



( 

(Ro) I 

( ^ ^^41^ I 

( ^ I 

( RR ) ^^RrfstTTT^fq I 

TRANSLATION 

Because of the mention ( in Bn Upa. 1. 4. 10 ) of 
the result (of atmagrhUi referred to in Sutras 111. 3. 16-17 ), 


there is the Apurva or the Unique Merit ( in Vedanta ). 18 

And so in every similar text ( i. e. Vedanta ), because 
of the identity [of the topic]. 19 

[ Purvapaksa ]-“ It is so even in other texts ( i. e., in 
the dissimilar texts ) because of the connection [ beteween 
the similar and the dissimilar texts ] ”. 20 

[ Siddhanta ]-“ Rather not, because of the difference 
[ between the two types of Sruti texts ], 21 

and the Sruti shows [ that difference ], 22 

and also because of this [ reason ] sambhrti and 
dyuvyapti [ are not to be included in the collection of 
attributes ], 23 

and because of the absence of the mention [ in the 
dissimilar texts ] of other [ attributes ] such as are mentioned 
in the Doctrine of the Purusa { L e. the Science of the 
Form-Aspect of Brahman ). 24 



NOTES 

Sutra 18 

1. The, Sutrakara seems to discuss Brahman on the 

analogy of the explanation of Dharma given in the Jaimini- 
Sutras. Thus, the identity of Brahman in all the Vedanta 
texts was established in Bra. Su, III. 3. I on the analogy of 
the proof of the identity of Karman offered in Jai. Sti. II. 4. 6 ; 
the practice of was explained on the analogy of the 

sacrifices ; the Collection of attributes and other information 
pertaining to the meditation on Brahman was compared with 
the collection of ( Jjois or ) rites subsidiary to an Injunction. 
In the same way, it seems to us that the Sutrakara 
in this Sutra ( III. 3. 18 ) explains how there is an Apfirva 
also in the Vedanta School, just as there is an Apurva in the 
Purvamimamsa School. In both the Schools is a unique 
merit resulting from an act. Svarga is the resulting from 

so the Upanisad mentions “ 

^ 

’Ef ) as the result of the act of meditation on Brahman as 

one’s own Self. Thus, refers to Bf. TJpa. I. 4. 10 

and the Sutrakara seems to understand as the 

the “ unseen ” result of the act of the of Brahman 

laid down in theVedantas. 

2. According to Sankara, this Sutra has nothing to do 

with the preceding Sutra, because he understands this Sutra 
as referring to and srqff mentioned in Bj-. 

Upa. VI. 1. 14 and Cha. Upa. V. 2. 2. It must be admitted 
that this has no direct or indirect bearing on Brahman or 
Brahmajijfiasa the subject of tbe Brahmasutra. It was not at 
all necessary for the Sutrakara to discuss the consistency of 
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these two Upanisadic passages. According to Sankara 

means “ si aiRUST??! I JIIH^ 

^ q;i4?q?iranT^ Thus, “^jr^hirr^” 

means in short “ aTRWJR^ sisqiqqRf?!^ aTRHTSRq 

f^^sTR 51 ”. There is no negation in the Sutra, but 

^aiikara is ready to take a negation also as understood. Again, 
is interpreted by Sankara as “ siqf %q;^qq^qig^i 

fq^q^ or snoi5RR»qrII?E?:«ir^q;5qts%q qiqqqRqsftqiR^ STTor- 
fq?nHqf?v?Rqi’j^ qqf^^q^”. Thus, is to be interpreted as 

being w qi^5 5CT^55qqq:qg^ and “ fqisftqq ” is to be added as 
'• understood. ” Thus, Sankara does not take ^iqfqqiqR^ as 
the gg for the conclusion as would be the natural 

procedure of interpreting the Sutra ; but he makes two indepen- 
dent sentences out of the two words in the Sutra. This 
method of breaking up a Sutra into two sentences does not 
seem to be satisfactory at least when it involves even the 
addition of a negation taken as understood. See also Notes 
below on ^ in the next Sutra ( III. 3. 19 ). 

I 

According to Sankara, Brahman ( i. e., the nirgurux 

Brahman of his School ) cannot be an object of 
“ Injunction.” But the Sutrakara seems to differ from him (See 
Notes on Bra. Su. III. 3. 1 ). Sankara makes use of his 
doctrine of saguna Brahman in order to explain the etc., 

mentioned in Bra. Su. III. 3. i. Similarly, he does not think 
that the Sutrakara would refer to 3Hjq arising from the 
meditation of Brahman. So, it naturally occurs to him to explain 
this Sutra as referring to the of qq! qiHJ ^qj^sqqq;. Such 
seems to us to be the situation of Sankara. 

Sutra 19 

3. orq q" — Both these words seem to us to indicate that 
Sutra 19 is closely connected with Sutra 18. ” qiq ” refers to 
^R^qqiqi^gj^ and “ *q ” connects the Sruti of qjR^qqiq with 
^qR ‘ a similar text, ’ as would seem probable from the 
following notes. 
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4. — In Sutra 5, the word occurs and there it 

is said that should be made in the case of a similar 

text. Here shows that an should be taken as 

understood if there be the mention of the act of on 

Brahman in a text similar to the text referred to in the 

preceding Sutra. This would mean that the Sutrakara takes 
B|-. Upa I. '4. 10 as referring to the or 5r^«f aspect 

of Brahman ; while in Sutra 19 he extends the rule of 

( mentioned in Sutra 18 ) to a similar text, i. e., a text 
about Brahman ( as well as Thus, the experi- 

ence of every one who knows Brahman should be like that 
of Vamadeva, when the goal is reached. 

5. — The Sutrakara gives here the reason why the 
should be taken as understood in " a similar text. ” He 

says that the should be taken as implied in a similar text 
because the subject of the two similar texts is identical, i.e., 
because the purpose or topic ( ) of both the texts is the 

same ( whether it be ar^qq?^^ or V5;qq?^^ aspect of Brahman ). 

6. In our opinion there is a significant similarity of words 

and thought in Sutra 5 and Sutras 18-19 and therefore the 
method of the interpretation of both these passages should 
be the same. In Sutra 5, was taught; in Sutras 18-19 

is taught. The of qq^fK was the gg of 

to be taken as implied in the “ similar ” text is also 
( i. e,, )• was to be made in the 

case of a text; the 3?tjq is to be taken as understood also 

in the case of a text. Thus, the phraseology of the two 

passages serves as a clear indication regarding their interpretation. 

7. Sankara begins a new Adbiakarana with Sutra 19. 
Thus, according to him Sutra 19 forms an independent Adhi- 
karana. This, as shown above, is inconsistent with the sense 
of and q* in the Sutra. Also, we have indicated that a 
comparison of Sutra 5 with Sutras 18-19 proves that the last 
two Sutras are closely connected. 
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8 . According to Sankara Sutra 1 9 solves a doubt regarding 

the (harmony) of a passage in ( Satapatha 

Brahmana X ) with another passage in Br. Upa. ( Bf. Upa. 

V. 6. 1 ), which occurs at the end of the same Satapatha 

Brahmana. The Sutra, it must be stated, contains no indication 
about a reference to these texts. which should refer 

to some statement in the preceding Sutra, means according to 
Sankara “ 

“ ^nrr^ ’’ is interpreted by him as “ If 

9 >nsr is to refer to we should have ( fem- ) 

instead of ( mas ). Moreover, t^tTR seems to be used 
in contrast with and therefore should mean 

“ similar ”, 37 ^^ having the sense of “ identical is 

explained by Sankara as “ He does not notice the 

similarity of phroseology between Sutra III. 3. 5 and this Sutra. 

Sutra 20 

9 . in this Sutra, shows that this Sutra is closely 

connected with the preceding Sutra. 037 ^ in Sutra 19 referred 
to the statement about the in Sutra 18; so qrsfn in Sutra 

30 should also refer to the same. Again, 3T?u?riR of Sutra 20 
seems to be used in contrast with ^ifR in the preceding Sutra 
( III. 3. 19 ); so that would mean “ 3T?RI^sf7 ” ‘ even 

in a dissimilar text ’. Moreover, “ ” in Sutra 20 seems 

to have been replied to by “ in Sutra 21 and this 

being equivalent to seems to be contrasted with 

in Sutra 19. Thus, Sutra 20 seems to us to belong to 
the same Adhikarana as Sutra 19. This will be clear also 
from the explanation of Sutra 20 offered below. 

10. This is a as is implied by the presence of 

in the next Sutra. 

11. — The opponent argues that the should 

be taken as implied “ even in other texts ” ( arsTTsrrfq ) than a 
similar one. In the preceding Sutra the Siddhantin has said 
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that the 3^^ should be taken as implied in a text similar to 
the one referred to in Sutra 18, i. e., in a Vedanta text or, 
in other words, in an Upanisad. Therefore in Sutra 20 

would mean “ in a non-Vedanta or non-Upanisadic text ” i. e., 
in a Mantra, Brahmana or Aranyaka text ora Khila of any Veda. 

12. The opponent gives a reason why even in 

a dissimilar text like a Brahmana, Aranyaka or a Khila an 
Apurva should be taken as implied. He says that this should 
be done because of the connection ” of that text with the 
Vedanta or Upanisad literature. The Brahmana, Aranyaka, 
and Khila are closely connected with the Upanisad literature; 
both belong to the same Veda ; often an Upanisad forms the 
concluding part of a Brahmana or more properly Aranyaka; a 
Khila also belongs to the same Veda as an Upanisad, e. g., the 
Ranayaniya Khila is connected witli the Samaveda to which 
the Chandogya Upanisad belongs. The opponent seems to 
argue that even in a text which is different from an Upanisad 
or Vedanta text, the same should be taken as implied 

because the former type of text is closely connected with the latter. 

13. Sankara does not take this Sutra as connected with 
the preceding Sutra. According to him we have in the present 
Sutra a reference to Br. Upa. V. 5. 1-4. The Sutra, evidently, 
contains no suggestive wonl which would support Sankara’s 

“ 3Tf?T5ITf^ ” is a very general statement of the 
qem ” in Sutra 19, according to Sankara, means 
qqi 

qf qgqg i q ”, while he interprets ‘‘ in the present Sutra 

as qsiT fqqiqjqfq qvftmqf qqqsq 

fqqq l. According to the interpretation 

suggested by us in Sutras 19-20 has reference to 

in Sutra 18. “ ” according to Sankara does not 

mean simple connection of “ ” with “ ” in Sutra 

19, hut it is to be modified into “ ”• 


16 
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Sutra 21 

14. tTt here implies the refutation of the opponent’s view 
expressed in the preceding Sutra. 

15. “ ^ ” — “ The cannot be taken as implied in a 

dissimilar passage, ” though it is to be taken in a “ similar 
passage 

16. — According to the Sutrakara all Vedantas teach 

( the same ) Brahman ( Bra. Sutra. III. 3. 1 ) but other Sruti 
texts like the Brahmanas, Aranyakas and Khilas, teach a different 
topic though they are closely connected with the Vedantas. 
The Sutrakara does not deny the “ connection ” ( ) 

mentioned by the opponent in Sutra 20 ; but he says that 
while in a text or in a text like that of By. Upa. I. 4. 

10 referred to in Sutra 18, the topic is the same, there is a 
*' difference of topic ” in a dissimilar text. In other words, 
there is a difference between the topic of the Vedantas and 
that of the other Sruti texts. 

17. Sankara takes “ snfns ” as understood 

in the Sutra, and explains as 

( See Note 9 above ). According to Sankara’s interpretation 
the "35’!^ argument ( of Sutra 20 ) is not refuted by the 
Sutrakara ( in Sutra 21 ). It is rather Saiikara who replies to 
it in his bhasya on Sutra 21. 

Sutra 22 

18. ?sr — “And the Sruti shows ” the or difference 
between the Vedantas and the other Sruti texts. The Sutra- 
kara has refused to take like the one in By. Upa. I. 4. 7, 
as understood in texts which are not Vedantas. Here he says 
that according to the Sruti itself, the topic of the dissimilar 
texts is different from that of the Vedanta texts. He seems 
to refer to ^rutis like Mu. Upa. I. 1. 4-5, Cha. Upa. VII. 4, 
Sve. Upa. V. 6, also Mu. Upa. II. 2. 3 and Bf. Upa. III. 9. 
26. In Mu. Upa. I. 1. 4-5 we are told that “ Vedas ” teach 
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the but not the which is the of the 

Upanisads. In Cha. Upa. VII. 1. 4 Narada was told by 
Sanatkumara that his knowledge of the Vedas was only “ ;ntT 
From the ^ve. Upa. we learn that Brahman is “ hidden in 
the Upanisads which are the secret of the Vedas. ” Mu. Upa. 
II. 2. 3 asks a man to hit the Aksara Brahman by means of 
“ the bow in' the form of the great weapon taught in the 
Upanisads. ” In By. Upa. III. 9. 26 Yajfiavalkya asks Sakalya 
a question about the “ Purusa taught in the Upanisad ”. The 
Sutrakara seems to mean that these Srutis show that the 
Upanisads or the Vedantas form a part of the Vedas by them- 
selves, so that they teach a principle which is different from 
that taught by the other parts of the Veda. Therefore, he 
would not agree that the 31^4 of By. Upa. I. 4. 10 be taken 
as implied in any of the dissimilar texts of the Sruti. 

19. By “ ” Sankara refers to Cha. Upa. I. 7. 5. 

In the Sutras “ ” generally means that the very point 

under discussion is illustrated by a Sruti. Here the point 
raised by Sankara regarding By. Upa. V. 5. 3 ( about the two 
upanisads and is not the thing mentioned in the 

Sruti quoted by Saiikara under this Sutra; so, he says that 
the Sruti ( Cha. Upa. I. 7. 5 ) gives an indication ( ) 

as to how the point of doubt in By. Upa. V. 5. 3-4 should be 
solved. Thus, is according to Saiikara the same as 

“ few Again, the feff is not clear in the Cha. Upa. 

Sruti ; so Sankara seems to explain it away. To us it seems 
that the Cha. Upa. ( I. 7. 5 ) identifies the purusas in the eye 
and in the Sun with each other without making the distinction 
of the upanisads 3T5I1. therefore it can not be 

quoted as an authority for explaining the By. Upa. passage. 
Sankara himself seems to have felt this difficulty. 

Sutra 23 

20. ^ or rather ^ in the Sutra shows that this Sutra 
is a part of the preceding Adhikarana. 
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21. — Sankara is right in referring these 
two attributes to a quotation from the Khila of the Ranayaniya 
Recension of the Sama Veda.tt 

The Sutrakara seems to say that also for the same 
reason ( »l?r5 ) for which he does not agree to taking an 
( like the one in By. Upa, I. 4. 10 ) as implied in a dissimilar 
text, he has not included and iu the lists of the 

attributes collected by him in Bra. Su. I. 1-3., ( particularly 
in Bra, Su. I. 1, whore the Sutrakara has collected the attributes 
of the Avyakta, as distinguished from the Purusa aspect of 
Brahman; see the next Note below ). and are 

attributes of Brahman but as they are mentioned in the 
literature other than the Vedanta or the Upanisads, he has 
not collected thenx in his lists of the attributes of Brahman. 
We do not find and in Br. Su. I. 1-3; therefore 

we can see that he has not collected them, but has rejected 
them. The of the meditation on Brahman is given in 

Bt. Upa. I. 4. 10 and is to be taken as implied in other 
Upanisads, but it is neither given expressly nor is it to be taken 
as understood in the other Sruti texts. This seems to us to 
be the sense of Sutra 23. This is also consistent with the 
fact that in Bra, Su. I only passages from Upanisads are 
considered ( Bra. Su. I. 4. 28 ) and in Bra. Su. III. 3. 1 the 
Sutrakara says that Brahman is to be known from all the 
Vedantas, 

22. According to Sankara the Sutra forms an independent 
Adhikarana. Thus, he does not seem to take into considera- 
tion g" or rather srfq g in this Sutra. Though gijig and 
clearly show that the Sutra refers to the quotation from the 
Khila of the Ranayaniya Recension of the Samaveda, the 
Sutra contains no suggestion for a reference to the other 
quotations from the Chandogya Upanisad given by Sankara. 

•j" The present writer acknowledges with pleasure his indebtedness 
to Prof. M. Hiriyanua for drawing his attention to this undeniable fact. 
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« 01^; ” in the Sutra is connected by Ankara with his inter- 
pretation of Sutra 21 and therefore he takes it to 

mean **>5^ locates these 3TT«I5f*ff^^I^8 in Cha. 

Upa. III. 14. 3, VIII. 1. 1, etc. He finds that an opponent may 
object to the argument of these 3nq?Rf^5i'5fa on the ground 
that all these quotations from the Cha. Upa. do contain 
Therefore, he has to give another sjyecial 
reason for not collecting and other attributes. Sankara is, 

however, aware that this special reason is not given in 
the Sutra. 

Sutra 24 

23. ^ shows that this Slitra is connected with the preceding 
Sutra and that it forms part of the same Adhikarana to which 
Sutra 23 belongfS. Moreover, as there is no g" in the next 
Sutra, we conclude that this Sutra ( 24 ) is the last Sutra of 
the Adhikarana. 

24. The Sutrakara has said in the preceding Sutra that 

he has not collected and from the Khila of the 

Rauayaniyas, in his lists of the attributes because there is a 
difference between the Upanisad literature and the other Sruti 
literature. According to the Sruti in question and also according 
to the Sutrakara, these ( and ) ure attributes of 

the or aspect of Brahman, though he does not 

collect them because they are mentioned in the non— Vedanta 
Sruti literature. 

Now, in Sutra 24, he gives one more reason for his 
statement in Siitra 21. He says that other attributes ( than 
and ^rsqiRl which belong to the ), such cts are 

stated in the Purusa Vidya of the Vedantas, are not stated in 
the non- Vedanta ^rauta literature, viz., the Samhita, Brahmana, 
Ara^yaka and Khila. For this reason, he would not allow that 
the of Bt, Upa. 1. 4. 10 be taken as understood in a dissimilar 
< 4, e., non-Vedanta ) ^ruti text also ( q qr in Sutra 21 ). 
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25. Incidentally it may be noticed here that the Sutrakira 
admits two Vidyas, the Pradhana Vidya or Crrupavad (i. e., 
niraJtarct ) Brahma Vidya and the Purusa Vidya ovrupavad (■».«., 
sakara ) Brahnaa Vidya aa taught in the Vedantas or TJpaniaads. 
He also admits that occasionally in the non-Upanisadic ^rauta 
literature we come across passages in which the Pradhana or 
the chief aspect of Brahman and its attributes are mentioned, 
but, he holds that the attributes which are mentioned in the 
Purusa Vidya passages of the Upanisads are not found in the 
non-Upanisadic ^rauta literature. 

For the distinction of these two Vidyas see Bra. Su. I. 
2. 26 ( ) and III. 3. 47 ( g ). 

26. Sankara takes Sutra 24 as forming an independent 

Adhikarana. According to him the Sutra is intended to solve 
a doubt as to whether the attributes in the of the 

Ta^dyaniababrahmana and the Pairigirahasyabrahmana are to be 
taken as implied in the purmayajria of the 1?^ arayanopanisad of 
the Taitiriyakas. Thus, Sankara understands purusa in the ex- 
pression Purusa Vidya to mean a man, because in the texts referred 
to by Ankara under this Sutra parwsa means a man and his life 
is supposed to be a yajna. This is quite contrary to the meaning 
of the word Purusa when the Sutrakara speaks of the Purusa 
Vidya. In Bra. Su. 1.2. 26 the Sutrakara says that “vawdnara" 
is also called Purusa in a certain Branch of the Veda ( 

Era. Su. I. 2. 26 ). In that Sutra as well as in 
the present Sutra ( III. 3. 24 ) it can be proved that the word 
Purusa is used by the Sutrakara in the sense of the rupavad 
aspect of Brahman. The Upanisads ( e. Mu. Upa. II. 1. 3) also 
use the word purusa in the same sense; and the Sutrakara 
undoubtedly refers to such Upanisadic passages by the word 
purusavidya. “ ’’ in the Sutra seems to us to refer to 

attributes “ other ’’ than the attributes and 

mentioned in the preceding Sutra which belong to the arupavad 
Brahman, as we have explained above ; but Sankara takes 
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“ to mean ” of the Taitiriyakas who are other than the 
Tandins and the Paihgins ( 5nf^r ^ 

^^JTIOTTJTl^Jnsmf^ ). But these 
Tfttldins and Paihgins are not mentioned in the preceding 
Sutra, and therefore, we believe, “ cannot be explained 

as belonging to others than the Tandins and the Paihgins. 
The main conclusion “ gorj: ST ” ie according to Sankara 

to be taken as understood from the preceding Sfftra i. c., from 
his interpretation of the preceding Sutra. But to us it appears 
that this Siitra is only a ^ or an argument ( abl. sing, of 
‘ 3T5W*n5nrl ’ ) and no statement ; so it should be taken along 
with the preceding Sutra. Moreover, cannot be 

applied to the 2 ^'urum in the sense of man as Sankara explains 
the word. We think, vidya means brahmavidya, as in Sutra 
III. 3. 47. Lastly, as the passages referred to by Sankara 
under this Sutra do not pertain to Brahman even remotely, 
there is little likelihood of the Sutrakara discussing them in 
his book. As Sankara himself, towards the end of his bhasya 
on the Sutra, shows, there is very little similarity of thought 
between the two other passages on the one hand and that of 
the Narayanopanisad on the other and consequently nobody 
is likely to have raised a which, according to Sankara, 

is answered by the Sutrakara in this Sutra. 



HECTION VII 


Meditation on the Pranava. 

Sutras 111. 3. 25-27 

( I 


TRANSLATION 


[ PDRVAPAK,SA ]— “ Penetration, etc., [ are not to 
be ( collected ) because their topic is different. ” 25 

[ Siddhanta | — “ But, in the case of [ Penetration, etc., ] 
not being found [ stated in a text, they should be collected 
from another text, because the Penetration, etc., ] are 
subsidiary to the word for the reward “ upayana " ( viz., 
Moksa ), just as kusa grass, achanda ( a seat ? ), a hymn, 
and an upagma [ a subsidiary song are subsidiary to a 
sacrifice ]. This has been said, 26 

[ and J bacause there is nothing [ else ] to be crossed 
( i. e., achieved by the one who resorts to the Pranava ) 
during his journey ( to Brahman ); because the followers 
of another Branch [ than the Mundaka ] say so. 27 



NOTES 


Sutra 25 

1. seems to us to refer to Mu. Upa. II. 2. 2-4, 

which runs as follows: — 


rf^rrmr^T II R II 

3TW^ ?T?n»T^crJT ^rT^T 55%'^ <T^5rr^?: ^ftT?T II 

snir^ 5rd Enmr sr^r I 

araJT^sT %?t54 ?aT^^5JT?rt ii « ii 


The Sutrakara has considered the method of meditation 
on Brahman in the preceding Sutras. It was stated that the 
meditation should be practised by the method of STTriT^^tf^. 
But the Mu, Upa. ( II. 2 ) says “ artfirr^^ «*!ir«T«r arifiTlsrq;, ” 
( Mu. Upa. II. 2. 6 ) and also mentions a method of penetrating 
( ) Brahman ( which is described as ) the aim, by means 

of the bow in the form of the Pranava and the arrow in the 
form of the individual soul ( the and being 

metaphorically stated ). 

2. As g in the next Sutra shows, this Sutra ( 25 ) is a 

This is also clear from the ^ stated in this Sutra, 
viz., arlftr^R^. The Sutrakara has always stated emphatically 
that the object in all the Vedantas is the same ( of 
in Sutra III. 3. 5 which is also referred to in Sutra 26 which 
is a reply to the present Sutra ). 

3. — An opponent seems to argue that 
mentioned in Mu. Upa. II. 2 should not be collected in the 


17 
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method of meditation on Brahman because they deal with 
another Brahman, a topic other than that with reference to 
which the Sutr^kara has mentioned as the method 

of meditation. 

I 

The frequent statement of a holding that the Sruti 

or Vedantas did not teach one and the same Brahman but 
two or more such principles, throws light on the inter- 
pretation of the Earlier Metrical Upanisads ( as Deussen 
calls them ) and the Bhagavadgitii. It is not likely that the 
Opponent who opposed the views that all the Vedantas taught 
the same Brahman ( Bya, Su. III. 3. 1-4 ) and also that a 
collection of attributes etc,, from all the Vedantas, should be 
made ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 5-9), was any other than a Vedantin. 
Thus, in this Pada we have evidence that in the days of the 
Sutrakara there was another school of Vedanta which believed 
that the Vedantas taught more than one final principle. Pro- 
bably two viz., and The Sutrakara says that these 

are two names of the same principle ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 9 and 10 ). 

4. After we have to take as understood 

“ not to be collected ” or This is clear from the 

fact that the argument in this Sutra is ( of- 

in Sutra 5 ) and that the next Sutra which is SiddhSnta Sutra 
seems to argue that is to be collected. 

5, Sankara refers the Sutra to a discussion regarding 

Mantras and rites which are mentioned in the Brahmanas which 
precede certain Upni^ads of several Branches of the Vedas. 
The question, according to him, is whether these Mantras and 
rites are to be included ( ) in the ^^s of the 

Upnisads or not. It seems to us to be impossible that the 
Sutrakara would discuss such a topic in his work or discuss 
texts other than the Upnisads. But apart from this, only one 
quotation of Saiikara refers to Jfqvq, ratJier instead of 

qVT as does Mu. Upa. II. 2. 2-4 which we propose to take is 
the fqqqqiqq of the Sutra. By in the Sutra we should 
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rather have a reference to ^or, and 5SSf^r because is 
preceded by and %«r would suggest bow, arrow, aim, etc. 
But Sankara takes to mean “ other Mantras and rites ”, 

because he interprets to mean the Mantra and the 
rite. means, according to Sankara 5^4 

3rrrft?n5Tfrf ^ JTf^rpiTf 

I ( *T <nf*T: | ). Thus, 

is interpreted as “ because the meanings of these Mantras are 
different or unconnected with the Lores of the Upnisads so 
the ” of this Sutra has no association with the word 

3T5J of the preceding Sutra ( cf, e. </., in Sutra III. 

3. 5 ). In fact Sankara makes the Opponent argue that on 
the ground of the proximity ( ) of the Brahmana texts 

with the Upnisads the Mantra and the rites of the Brahmanas 
should be included in or connected with the Lores of the 
Upanisads. But, as J^ahkara himself admits, this is a very 
weak argument even for the to start its own view about 

the Mantras and the Lores. 

Sutra 20 

6. g — The word g shows that the view ( ) in the 

preceding Sutra is refuted by the Sutrakara in this Sutra. 
The Sutrakara does not agree with the Opponent’s view that 
the should not be collected, 

7. According to the Sutrakara the^vn^ shotild be 

collected for the purpose of meditation on the Pranava Brahman 
if they are missing ( 51^ ) in the text of one’s own School. Thus, 
he admits as an alternative way of meditation on 

Brahman along with ( Sutra 16 ). This will be 

clear from Note ( 8 ) below. 

8. — This word seems to give the reason for 

“ collecting in the case of missing also to 

contain a reply to ST^^^ig^the argument in the preceding Sutra. 
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The word ‘ ’ means a reward. And in the present 

Sutra may refer to the word in Mu. Upa. II. 

2. 4 or to the reward of the Jiva’s absorption into Brahman 
stated in the fourth pada of the same mantra. At the same 
time it may also refer to the reward of the meditation on the 
Pranava in other Upanisads. In the former case, 
means that the penetration, etc., should be collected for the 
purpose of meditation on the Pranava from all the Upanisads 
because the penetration, etc., are subsidiary to Brahman the 
goal, the aim ( ), the result. 


‘ ’ may also be a reference to the word of the 

Reward i. e., the Reward of the meditation on the Pranava in 
Pra. Upa. V. 7. ( 

W ) and Katha Upa. II. 17 ( 

I’CH I II ). In these Srutis the 

Reward is stated to be the attainment of Brahman Itself. 
( Vide Bra. Su. IV. 3. 7-16, for ‘ brahmaloka ’ in the Srutis ). 



means that the Penitration, etc., are sub- 
sidiary to the attainment of Brahman Itself which is the 
Reward; so all that is connected with the meditation on the 
Pranava must be collected from all the different Upnisads for 
the purpose of the meditation. Then only, Brahman will be 
attained. 


Besides, is a reply to in the 

preceding Sutra, is subsidiary to the reward viz., Brahman, 

and so it can not be regarded as dealing with a topic other than 
Brahman which is discussed in the preceding Sutras. The 
Sutrakara thus refutes the argument ‘ ’ ( Sutra 25 ). 

Because, is a subsidiary part of the meditation on 

Brahman, it should also be included in the process of medita- 
tion as an alternative way along with 

9. The collection of for the 

purpose of meditation on Brahman from a Branch other than 
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one’s own, is compared by the Sutrakara with the inclusion of 
the Ku^a grass, a seat ( achtmda ? ), a hymn, and a by-song 
( upagana ) from another text for the purpose of a sacrifice. 
It is because these latter are subsidiary to a that they 
are collected from different texts; similarly because 
and are subsidiary to ( the meditation on ) Brahman, they 
are to be collected, or, in other words, the method of meditation 
on Brahman by resorting to Om is to be taken for the practice 
of meditation from all the Upnisads. 

10 . — This seems to us to refer to Sutra HI. 3. 5. 
In that Sutra the Sutrakara has given a general rule regarding 

or the collection of attributes, method of meditation, etc. 
In this Sutra he states that a similar ‘ collection ’ ( ) 

should be made in the case of which is another method of 

meditation on Brahman. In Sutra 5 the reason for the collection 
is stated to be in the present Sutra also the Sutrakara 

establishes in so far as he implicitly denies 

( mentioned in the ^ ) by the word g and by giving 

the %g ‘ In Sutra 5 he has given the example 

of f^^RHs to which the example of in this 

Sutra corresponds. Thus, to us it appears that this Sutra ( 26 ) 
refers to Sutra 5 by the words ‘ It has been explained ’ 

( 

11 . Sankara takes this Sutra as forming an independent 

Adhikarana and dealing with a question arising out of several 
Srutis which mention the abandonment ( ) of good and 

bad deeds of a knower of Brahman, or the assignment of 
these to those who are friendly or unfriendly to the knower 
of Brahman or which mention both of these options. Thus, 
according to Sankara “ 51 ^ ’’ in the Sutra does not mean 
“ on the being not mentioned or found missing ” as 

suggested by us on the strength of the preceding Sutra; but 
he takes it to mean “ 

thus changing tho sense of 51 ^, in a way not suggested by 
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the context at all. Moreover, we may point out that 5(1^ or even 
the root ^ 51 ’ ‘to abondon ’ does not occur in any one of the 
Srutis quoted by Sankara as referred to by that word. ^ 3 ’ 
should mean the rejection of a but Sankara takes it in 

the sense of ). 

serves as a 53 for 51 ^ as shown by 

us. Sankara interprets that expression in such a way that 
* ^HqsT ’ has to be construed twice ( once as the assertion and 
again as the I 3 ) though it is given only once in the Sutra 
( k Sankara refers ‘ ’ to 

‘ -jqqf^ ’ in Kau, Upa. I. 4 and in one more Sruti, Thus, he 
explains ^qiqq as “ fqWVR fqVfsT^: 

^qiqq<l, and he takes ^qiqqsu^^^iqcq to mean ‘ 

'jqiq*l5l«^5 5qqRiq?rs And then he takes 

qjq^y^Tqqis^^raotS’^qrqqiSlf^! 1 ” as understood. 
Moreover, Sankara meets with another difficulty, because he 
refers qqiqw to Kau. Upa. I. 4. The difficulty is as follows 
That Sruti says that “ The dear relatives of the knower of 
Brahman get his religious merit, and those who are not dear 
to him get his demerit ” ( Brqr: 5nciq: ^?T3qq?rq-feqT 

and also another Sruti ?T^q jVTi: qTq3qqf^ gSfJ 
qiq^rqfil,...)- This doctrine is not consistent 
with commonsense and so a question may arise, “ How is 
it that the Sutrakara asks us to add this irrational ‘ 
view ’ to passages where it is not mentioned ? ” feahkara 
feels it necessary to give a reply to it and says that the Kau. 
Upa. text states only what is in fact a Brvil^3fq. Then, one 
may ask, “Why does the Sutrakara include such a discussion 
in the Pada ? ” To this Sankara says 

3 ?E3?qqf^q SRIfqf- 

qqi3ff% I f qTqqt^J^qq 

qqiri^i q^qt^3»Ttq%5i^^’^sra%q ^3fgq?»5itsT#qpqfjrq 
Thus, the result of taking qqjqq as referring to qqqffq in Kau. 
Upa. I. 4 is that Sankara is led to the position of making 
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this Sutra an exception to the very purpose to which this 
Pada is, according to him, devoted. The examples of 551 , 
( 1^571 and according to Sankara ), and 

are not explained by Sankara as those of materials to be taken 
from another text when any of them is missing in a particular 
text. But he says ^ 

I ^ I ^5^ a[T9f5r^^qni— 

‘ 3Tfq g ^qRqf^^ fqqj^q; ^ I 

This last is Sankara’s explanation of in the Sutra ( 26 ). 

To us it seems that in the Sutra refers to Sutra III. 

8 . 5 and we have tried to explain the Sutra similarly. Accor- 
ding to our interpretation wherever it occurs in the 

Brahmasutra, seems to be a reference to what the Sutrakara 
himself has already said in the Sutras which precede the 
particular Sutra where occurs. 

In the second explanation ot this Sutra which Sankara 
himself offers, he admits that ‘ ^ cannot be explained as 

mentioned in his fqqqqfqqs, though he has taken a 
different view on this point in his first interpretation. In this 
second interpretation the ^qqqfqqs according to Sankara are 
thp same as in his first interpretation. ’ means q:q 

«^q I “qqrqsRTS^tiqfqig^” means qf? q^qfi:- 

qt:qqiqq The expla- 

nation of the remaining parts of the Sutra is the same as in 
his first interpretation. 

It should be pointed out that this Sutra itself contains no 
reference to of the knower of Brahman, and that 

the explanation of this latter is given systematically by the 
Sutrakara himself in Bra. Su. IV. I. 13-19, where almost all 
the Srutis quoted by Sankara as referred to by this Sutra have 
been fully discussed by the Sutrakara, Particular notice should 
be taken of the fact that Sankara takes qqq^cT 
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etc., as the of Bra. Su. IF. I. 17, though the fact 

does not seem to be the same ( See our interpretation of Bra. 
Su. IV. 1 . 17 ). 

Sutra 27 

12. This Sutra gives a and 

and refers to an authority for the same ( ). To 

us it seems that this ^ is one more argument for “ 51^ 

’’ in the preceding Sutra, so that this Sutra forms 
part of the same Adhikarana as does the previous Sutra. 

13. — As the topic here is that of meditation on 

Brahman through the Syllable Om, “ ’’ should refer to 

some Upanisad dealing with the same subject and particulary 
with the ( departure from this world or going to the 

life hereafter ) of those who follow the path of Now, 

this method of meditation is mentioned in Katha, Mu., PraSna, 
Mandukya and other Upanisads. Out of these Upanisjads, the 
PraSna Upanisad seems to discuss the question ( 

) referred to in the Sutra, viz., ‘ Whether the man 
practising the meditation of has anything to cross ( or 
to achieve, as Sankara says ) in his life hereafter or not. In 
Prafina Upanisad V. 7. we read ^gr eUT- 

11. By meditating on Brahman through the 
Syllable Om as one single Symbol without thinking of its 
constituent parts one reaches Brahman. Pra. Upa. V. 5, says 
that he who would meditate on the Para Purusa through this very 
Syllable viz., Om as consisting of three parts, unites [ on his 
leaving this world ] with the light viz., the Sun and, being free 
from sin just as a serpent is freed from its slough, he is 
carried on by the Samans to and he sees the tj?: 

515^ who is higher than this highest 

«[ I ^ tn'inTT ^ 

^ qt 3fi:5t?T U Pra. Upa. V. 5) 
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The Sfitrakara holds that the knower of Brahman who has 
meditated on Brahman through the syllable OM has not to 
achieve anything after his departure from this world, but goes 
direotly to Brahman ( Of, Bra. Su. 1. 3. I ). 

14, Thus, “ the absence of anything to be achieved ” is 
a reason why, the Sutrak&ra teaches an ‘ ’ of the details 

of the meditation of Franava. Meditation on Brahman ( as 
identical with one’s Self-sncJni^f^ ) does not leave anything 
further to be achieved in life after death ; similarly meditation 
on Brahman as symbolised by Prana va leaves nothing to be 
accomplished after the meditator's departure froui the body 
( ) because he attains Brahman immediately. For this 

reason also it is that the Sutrakara asks us to collect ( or 
collects himself ) from other texts where it is given. 

In the above explanation of in the Sutra we have 

followed Sankara who explains s| 

( Can we explain in its literal sense with reference to 

any other 6ruti ? ) 

16. In the above interpretation, connected 

with thus gives the %g. “ ” 

is interpreted to mean that there is nothing to be achieved in 
life after death by the meditator on smRf according to one 
Branch of the Veda ; so that ‘ wvjf ’ gives an authority 
for the ^3* But Sankara separates ‘ ’ from ‘ 

‘ ’ means “ ^Tqcf^r *T»nr 

” and then, Sankara takes 
?r^?nW^asa%gfor this sr%gri. “i^aans 

He gives no explanation why Kau. Upa. 
mentions later though it actually takes place 

earlier. Moreover, according to Sankara, I® 

a reply to a question regarding Kau. Upa. I. 4 ; while 
is a reference to Cba. Upa. VIII. I3. 1 ; thus according to 

Sankara these two Srutis are referred to by this Sutra. 
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It should be noted that both the ^rutis which are under- 
stood by Sankara as referred to by this Sutra have been 
discussed, according to him, in the immediately preceding 
Adhikarana, ( since Sahkara begins a new Adbikarana with 
Sutra 27 ). However, the Sutrak&ra discusses the question about 
the time of the destruction of and of a irtRrqc in 

Bra. Su. IV, I. 13-19 and therefore also it does not seem 
likely that he would discuss the same in this Sutra ( 27 ). 
Moreover, Sankara’s interpretation of Sutra 27 runs contrary 
to his own view. The ( in the case of 

) takes place on the very attainment of the knowledge 
of Brahman ( Bra. Su. IV. 1. 18 ) and not on his departure 
from the body, as he says under Shtra 27 ; and according to 
Sankara’s interpretation of Bra. Su. IV. 1. 14, the 

also takes place along with the ( though we 

do not agree with this interpretation. Vide our interpretation 
of Bra, Su. IV. 1. 13-19 ). 



SECTION VIII 


Option regarding Choice of Aspect of Brahman. 

Sutras 111. 3. 28-30 

( I 

( ft I 


TRANSLATION 


According to Ws wish [the meditator may 
choose either of the two aspects of Brahman ] because 
both of them are not inconsistent [ with each other ]. 28 

[Because] the liberation [which is mentioned in the 
Scripture on the attainment of either of the two] will have 
its meaning by both the ways [ being accepted ] ; other- 
wise there will be an inconsistency [ between the two ]. 29 

[ The agreement of both these aspects of Brahman 
with the Scripture is ] proper because we find ( in the 
Scripture itself ) a topic with such characteristics, just as 
it is seen in the world as well. 30 



NOTES 

Sutra 28 

1. In Stitra 10, the Sotrak&ra says that the two names 

or aspects of Brahman are ‘ non-indentical ( ) while there 

is identity in all other respects and then he states that «rT«f9a[ 
and those that follow it are attributes of snsn? the chief aspect 
of Brahman. After that he explained the method of meditation 
on Brahman ( Sutra 16—17 ). Now, the Sutrakara seems to 
say that any one of the two aspects of Brahman (ncn? and 

and may be chosen by a meditator at 

bis liking ( ), because both the aspects are mutually not 
inconsistent ( ). 

2. ^ ’ refers to stcir and jgg, the two aspects of 

Brahman. The Sutrakara has throughout his work kept in 
view a difference between two aspects of Brahman. Compare 
Bra. Su. III. 3. 10. in Sutra III. 3. 16 refers to the 3^ 

aspect, and thereby the meditation on both the aspects is 
dealt with in that Sutra. In Sutra III. 3. 23 the SutrakSra 
has expressed his opinion about the of the attributes of 

Brahman mentioned in the Srauta texts other than Upanisads 
while in Sutra III. 3. 24 he refers to the absence, in those 
ttxts, of the mention of the attributes of the Purusa described in 
the Upanisads. Also in the next Sutra ( 29 ) supports our 
view. Moreover, 3gfgqf;«tT: in Sutra III. 3. 45 as shown later 
on also refers to the f^,«q or option in this Sutra ( 28 ). 

8, -The Sutrakfira seems to hold that 

Brahman has two aspects one of which is or 3^ and 

the other or s»vir. It would seem that both these 

aspects are inconsistent with each other, being diametrically 
opposite in so far as. one is with form while the other is 
without form. That which has form can .never be consistent 
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with that which has no form. But the SOtrakara says that 
there is no inconsistency between the ST^Sf^and aspects 
of Brahman. The reasons for this statement are given in 
Sutra 29 and 80. 

4. This Stltra seems to state a new nfnvt together with 
a tg, as we' have shown above. We, therefore, propose to 
take it as the first Sutra of a new Adhikarana. 

6. According to feahkara, this Sutra gives one more 
argument for the srfirtn of Sutra 27, viz., 

It :) i. 

In Sankara’s opinion the Sutra answers a doubt that ‘ If 
the destruction of were admitted to take place 

after a portion of the journey on the is finished, 

there would arise an impropriety of that destruction on account 
of the impossibility of making, according to one’s desire, an 
effort ( tt»Tf5f5!|JT^?nvqpEri?nq:3^q*ni?si ) for the attainment of 
that destruction due to the fall of the body before the journey 
is begun. ’ Thus, according to Sankara, means “ 

( ». e , because of the above impropriety ) ^'cr«Rl^?«ITqr 

" and, in order to explain the connection 
of this Sutra with the preceding one, he adds cTfgqJF gr 

I Thus, according to Sankara’s interpretation, 
in fact there is no option stated in the Sutra, because the 
seeker ha» got to make a during 

the time that he is a seeker, since otherwise he is doomed 
to bondage. Then, Sankara explains as 

of the Sutra ) 3q'q%: (= of tbe Sutra), 

And, again, not being satisfied with the explanation he adds 

of the Sutra ) of 

the Sutra ) fcfe. 

To us it seems that “ W>T ” refers neither to ( g^qsrtTttr ) 
and ( j nor to ^(f^i^and 
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but to the and aspects of Brahman, which 

are distinguished throughout this Psda ( See Note 2 abo?e ). 

Sutra 29 

6 ‘ ' in this Sutra seems to us to refer to in 

the preceding Stktra and to be an argument for 

in the same Sutra. We, therefore, take this Sutra and the 
preceding one as parts of the same Adhikara^a. 

7 — The Sfltrak&ra seems to refer to the or 
( mentioned in the Scripture ) of those who follow the 

and also of those who follow the aspect of Brahman. 

Several passages of the Upani^ds say that one attains 
absolution by knowing the c. g., 

U ( Ka^ha Upa. III. 16 ), and qt 

I ( Chs. Upa. VIII. 3. 4 ). 
There are other sentences which teach that J^sqis the highest 
goal ; e. g., jqqiW q^ ^1 qngl q^ nfq: ( Katha upa* 

III. II ); S^q^fq ( Mu. 

Upa. III. 2. 8 ). 

The word ‘ qfq ’ is used by the Sutrakara in the sense 
of absolution or in other Sutras also, e. g., in Bra. Sir. I. 
2. 16, I. S. 15 ( where Sankara also explains it in that 
sense ), etc. 

8. vf^’t^qxqg^rqqi — The Sutrakara seems to say that the 
i|f?( or the liberation' mentioned in these Snitis will “ have a 
meaning ” i. c., they will be reasonably explained, only if a 
seeker can attain liberation in either of the two ways, by 
pursuing the «iq:qqtl, or the «qq^. The liberation will be real 
liberation if it can be achieved in either way ; and, therefore, 
we must say that there is no inconsistency between the two 
aspects of Brahman. If the way of liberation were the know- 
ledge of the only, then a between the two 

aspects is sure to arise here. 
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9. a r w TOt — Because is really achieved in either 

of the two ways, there is no conflict between the two aspects 
of Brahman. We should not imagine that because one aspect 
is mth form and the other is without form, there is a conflict 
between the two. Bather there is no conflict because ifh? or 
realization of Brahman through the pursuit of the is as 

true or real in its sense as the same through the pursuit of 

or If in its true sense were achieved by 

pursuing the aspect only and not by pursuing the 

other alternative aspect, or if it were vice versa, there should 
be a conflict between the two. 

J^editation on Brahman results in real and that upon 
does not; therefore there is a conflict between the 
two. This conflict arises from the diffrenoe between the 
results of the two pursuits. The Sutrak&ra says that such is 
not the case with meditation on and that on and 

therefore there is no inconsistency at all between the two 
aspects. If two things or aspects of a thing or a principle 
really give the same result, an option of selection may be 
given between the two, irrespective of the individual nature of 
the two aspects. 

10. — The particle connects this Sutra with 

the preceding Sutra as shown in Note 6 above, Sankara does 
not connect in this Sutra with in the preceding 

Sutra. He begins a new Adhikarana with this Sutra, 

— Sankara takes this word in the sense of a path, viz., 
”• According to him the Sutra answers the question 
whether the path begins immediately on the destruction 

of good and bad deeds of a man or not ( whether there is 
an option ). As to why such a question should at all arise, 
Sankara quotes no Sruti suggesting such a doubt ; but he gives a 
simile viz., nvn 

I To us it appears that there is 
no real ground for such a ^<7^, not only because there is no 
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Sruti suggesting it, but also because the Sutrakftra makes a 
definite statement that on the attainment of the knowledge 
of Brahman sins and merits, as Sankara says, do not touch 
the knower ( Bra, Su. IV. 1. 13-19 ). Moreover, Sankara’s 
explanation of is hardly satisfactory because he 

interprets it by implication as also by construing 

in a very strange way ( 

»Tf^: ). If is some- 
times “ w ” how can we say that vrfa is both 

the ways “ ( ) ” ? In fact he interprets in this 

Sutra in two ways, viz., and “ attainment ” ( as 

in ), and this seems to create a confusion. ST^qqi 

means according to him, ‘ If the qfq be accepted without a 
specification And ‘ ’ in the Sutras is explained to be a 

between the ^qRqiqqiqoft qf^ and the attainment or 
qfq mentioned in such a Sruti is ^cqqiit f^q qci? 

W»qg^fq ( Mu. Upa. III. 1. 3 ). 

In fact, the question whether the use of the word ‘ qf^ ' 
in such sentences as mention the attainment of Brahman is 
justifiable or not is discussed in Bra. Su. IV. 3. 7-14 ( 

qgqq^s Bra. Su. IV, 3. 7 ), So the answer that q% 
is qqf^qif in such sentences as guqqR fq^q q^tq 

^ tx qg^ fe' is not likely to have been stated by the Sutrak&ra 
in this SOtra. 

Sutra 30 

ll. As Sutra 29 is connected with Sutra 28, in the way 
we have shown above, Sutra 30 is necessarily to be taken as 
connected with Sutra 28. ‘ qqqq ’ is a masculine form and 

it does not seem possible that it is used to qualify qk^qq^qq^ 
which is a neuter form ( See Sankara who says ‘ qqqqaqq- 

gqqqwiq; qfq: ). “ qqqr^^j ( qqq«t ) " 

seems to us to be the context of ‘ qqqqr; ’ in the Sutra. 

Perhaps we can construe also in another way, viz., aif4 fqqiq: 
qqqqi l We make the suggestion because the expression 
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in Sutra III. 3. 45 appears to us to be a reference 
to the option given in Sutra 28. However, we shall proceed 
by accepting the former construction ( ). 

12. TT’TO'} — The mutual consistency of both the aspects 

of Brahman on the strength of which an option is given to 
the seeker is quite proper ( ). 

13. — The Sutrakara gives a reason why 

the mentioned in Sutra 28 is proper. He says that 

there is no mutual between the two aspects of Brahman, 

because “ we find in the Scripture ( ) an object, viz., 

Brahman which has that characteristic According to the 
Sutrakara the justification for the option he gives in Sutra 28 
is that we actually find that the Scriptures teach Brahman 
which has two aspects, by pursuing either of which we can 
realize it ( - as described in Sutra 29 ). The Sutrakara 

seems to grant that there is an apparent inconsistency between 
the two aspects of Brahman in so far as one has no form 
while the other has a form. But he says that since kc find 
in the Scriptural statements Brahman which has two such 
apparently conflicting aspects each of which leads to liberation 
or its realization in its true sense, we have to admit that there 
is no real inconsistency between the two asjfccts and that therefore 
a seeker may be allowed to choose one of the two as he likes. 

The Sutrakara’s attitude here is similar to his attitude 
regarding the question whether Brahman which is impartite 
changes itself into the form of the world or not ( Bra. Su. II. 
1. 26-27 ). There he asserts that Brahman is impartite and yet 
undergoes a change, remaining partly changeless and there is 
no inconsistency in this doctrine because the Sruti mentions it. 

14. ^q^l^ — The Sutrakara seems to use this word in 
the sense of a statement found in the Sruti. It is explained 
similarly by Sankara in Bra. Su I. 3. 16, IIL 1. 18 etc. Of. 
also T q gy q^ in Bra. Su. II. 1. 16. 
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15. The Sutrakara seems to have in his view 

an example like that’ of a village with two ways of approach 
to it, one from the mat and the other from the ucst. Both 
of these roads, though opposite each other, are not really 
inconsistent, because a traveller may select any of the two at 
his desire and yet is sure to reach the village. Such is the 
case with the 31^^^ and aspects of Brahman, 

16. Sankara has made an independent Adhikarana out 

of Sutras 29-30, Therefore, in order to explain the masculine 
form of which cannot be grammatically construed with 

he says wq: 

qfqs To us it appears that tjqfqq: means J 

( or ( Sutra 28 ). As a rule the words 

in a Sutra should be construed with some words in that Sutra 
or in the preceding Sutras, rather than with a word taken as 
understood. should according to Sankara mean an 

object having the characteristic of sometimes real qfq and 
sometimes qfq: understood metaphorically ; but Sankara could 
not construe it like that and therefore he says, “ qfqqttiCiir- 

l ”... and then regarding 
an objecet having no real qjq, he says, q 

qsfs«r?:f?cT. To us it seems that q^^nriqfq^fsq should mean 
the finding, in the Sruti, of an object having the two-fold 
characteristic mentioned in Sutras 28-29. Sankara explains 
by taking two examples of zqqsnfq and . 

Sankara, however, realizes, that in fact, the question ot 
the possibility or impossibility o'f going to Brahman is discussed 
in Bra. Su. IV. 3. 7-14 ( or rather 15 ), and therefore he adds 

fqjnrq^rgqqi^^qiiT; I There are several 
cases wherein according to Sankara’s commentary on the 
Brahmasutras, the treatment of his subject by the Sutrakara 
is shown to be overlapping But to us it does not seem to be 
so ( See Chapter X of Vol. II, ). 



SECTION IX 


Attributes necessary for Meditation. 

Sutras III. 3. 31-33 

TRANSLATION 

NoWHEI^E [is] the rule [found for the employing] 
kAoII [ the attributes belonging to either of the two aspects 
for the purpose of meditation ] ; [ but ] there is no incon- 
sistency of them alt with Sruti and Smrti. 3l 

[ The meditation on the attributes of Brahman ] 
connected with official duties [ at a sacrifice ] should be 
continued ( avasthiti ) as long as the office lasts. 32 

But the attributes of Aksara are to be confined [ to 
their respective Srutis ] on account of the sameness [ of 
their purpose ] and on account of [ the soul ] being [ what ] 
those [attributes imply], as in the case of aupasada; 
this has already been explained. 33 



NOTES 

Sutra 31 

1. The preceding Adhikarana gives an option to a seeker 
to choose either of the and aspects of Brahman. 

This Adhikarana seems to us to discuss the question Jww many 
attributes ( or ‘ thoughts ’ } out of those mentioned by the 
l^ruti and collected by the the Sutrakara in Bra. Su. I. 1-3 
are to be used in the meditation on either of the two aspects. 

2. seems to us to be connected with taken 

as understood which is suggested by in in 

Bra. Su. III. 3. 33. 

3. srffrgJTJ There is no rule that all the attributes 

of or aspect of Brahman should be used in 

the meditation on either. In other words, it is not necessary 
that a meditator should meditate on all the attributes of 
Brahman collected by the Sutrakara in Bra. Su. I. 1-3 
from the ^ruti. 

4. ». C. — If a meditator 

chooses to meditate on all ^the attributes of Brahman, there is 
no objection because all the attributes are consistent with 
Sruti and Smyti, being themselves collected on the strength 
of their being mentioned in either of the two or both. The 
attributes on which a meditator is to meditate are those 
sanctioned by Sruti and Smyti and therefore their use for 
meditation is also sanctioned by the Scripture; so they are 
collected in harmony with the Scripture. For this reason all 
the attributes or as many as one would choose to use, may Ije 
used in meditation. 

5. — The words and have been 

used in the Sutras in the sense of Sruti and Smyti, e. g., 
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Bra. Su. I. 3. 28, III. 2. 24 etc. So, the word ‘ ’ in this 

Sutra would mean or Sruti as the word sr^iTiqr would 

mean Smrti. 

5a. This Sutra gives an option about the number of 
attributes for 'meditation on Brahman itself while Sutra III. 3. 
57 seems to give an option about attributes to be used in the 
meditation on Brahman imagined as consisting of parts ( STfl* 

6. According to Sankara the topic of this Sutra is a 
question whether the mentioned in the Sruti in the case 
of certain should be extended to other ^JJurf^TS in 

which no Jtf^ is mentioned. According to Sankara 
in the Sutra is not connected with as is done by us 

by a hint from Sutra 33, but he explains it as — 

snf^55RT ^goTRT fqiTRTJf; he takes (absence of rule ) 

in the sense of ‘ ’ and then adds ‘ q:«rf 

l Thus he explains as ‘ 

It seems to us that the question of is not at all 

liscussed in this Pada; it occurs in Sutra IV. 3. 7-14. 
Sankara knows this ( Cf. Rrm’T ffTyiTtT^rgqTrT- 

Bhdsya on Bra. Sutra III. 3. 30 ). is 

naturally a topic proper for discussion in the According 

;o the context, should be connected with instead 

5f ’3'g'>TT«I7 f^?IRTq. Moreover srfqtTJT: ( absence of a rule ) 
sannot literally mean sifq^oT ‘ without any distinction 1 

The sense of in is modified by Sankara by 

interpreting it as ‘ ' and then he interprets 

“ ” as 55 for nqt^TJllfq^VT. As or he 

quotes Cha. XJpa. V. 10. 1. and tries to interpret that Sruti 
as referring to all ^gorf^is instead of to q:S[ff5;Tf^t and «i3Cr 
and ?rq.’ to which only that Sruti really refers or instead of 
referring to all ( gfijcr and as distinguished from 
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the religion of and (See Bra, Su. III. 1. 7, IV. 2. 17 ). 
As Snifti or Anuuiana Sankara refers to Bhagavadgita VIII. 26. 
But this Snipti does not at all state that it refers to all the 
not only so but the Sutrakara himself regards this 
verse as a Sniarta rule about the fate of the Yogins who know 
Brahman and to be in disagreement with the Cha. Upa. Sruti 
in question; so, according to Sutra IV. 2. 21 Sankara is not 
justified in holding that Cha. Upa. V. 10. 1 and Gita VIII. 26 
teach the same doctrine. Thus, neither the Sruti nor the 
Smfti seems to justify Sankara’s interpretation of aa 

I 

( 6a ). It should also be noticed here that Sankara 
connects this Sutra with Bra. Su. IV. 3. 15 and says that the 
latter makes an exception to the general rule stated in this 
Sutra. This connection also makes his interpretation of Sutra 
III. 3. 31 doubtful. 


Sutra 32 

7. As in Sutra 24 above means g’JTRiq;, 

it seems to us that in Sutra 32, means srrf^^r- 

R^toii Though the word occurs in Sutra 33 

and seems to be referred to by in Sutra 31, we may 

take as understood with because jjut and 

vft are more or less used here as synonyms. If we are not 
willing to make such a concession about the terminology of the 
Sutrakara, we may adopt Ramanuja’s reading according to 
which Sutra 32 precods Sutra 31. But it does not seem to us 
necessary to do so. Cf. in III. 3. 13 which is referred 

to not by a masculine word ( e. g. jorrs ) but by ( Fem. ) 

in Bra. Su. III. 3, 33. 

8. It seems to us that in Sutras 31-33 the Sutrakara 
discusses three types of attributes ; Sutra 31 deals with 
attributes or thoughts which belong to Brahman and most of 
which have been collected by the Sutrakara in Bra. Su, I. 1-3. 
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There are other attributes or thoughts which belong to 
the Immutable ; these are dealt with in Sutra 33. There is a 
third type of. attributes or thoughts of Brahman which belong 
to the official duties or which are useful to officiating priests 
( ). These seem to have been dealt with in 

Sutra 32, 

9. This Sutra seems to tell us how long the attributes 

of Brahman which refer to ‘ parts of the rites ’ should 

be meditated upon. 

10. in this Sutra means the duties of the office 

( priestly or professional ). In Bra. Su. HI. 4. 41 the Sutrakara 
tells us that one who has entered the stage of renunciation 
( ) should also not perform the official or professional 

duties (*T^ BTlBr^rR^Jlfcr because those duties do not concern 
him on account of the Smrti about the possibility of his moral 
fall (if he performs them). Sutra III. 4. 43 allows a man who is 
outside the stage of an ascetic, and who seeks Brahman and 
liberation, to do both his official and also “ secondary ” duties 
( ) on the strength of Smyti and practice ( Bra. 

Su. III. 4. 43 ). In Bra, Su. III. 4. 44-46 we have a discussion 
as to what official duties are allowed to a seeker of liberation. 
Thus, srrfkr^lfi:^ duties were allowed to a 99^* 

not to an ascetic. 

11. With this word we should take as 

understood some word of a masculine or neuter gender having 
the sense of ‘ viV ’ which is implied by in III. 3. 31 

and which is mentioned in Bra. Su. III. 3. 33. We believe 
we may take “ either jjoxxjxxH. of ” as understood. 

The attributes of or the meditations on Brahman which pertain 
to the official duties are discussed here ( Cf. the use of the 
word sxxf^^lf^ in Bra. Su. III. 4. 41 ). 

There are several meditations on Brahman, connected 
with the official duties of a Brahmana %. e. with the priestly 
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duties, discusssd in Bra. Su. III. 4. 44-46. Examples of this 
kind of meditations or attributes of Brahman are (a) 3TSI ^ 

?r^ ^<4 ^ 5 t^ ww cr^mr i ( Chii. 

Upa. I. 7. 5-9 ). (b ) 3T^«r ?5V^^?T 
^ff®T ^ m ?JTT^ 

trl>^ ^^nffnRRTJ ii Ui ?? u?!t oi^sJtfcr: 

II R II ( Cha. upa. I. 9. 1 - 2 . ); ( o ) 3isj |»f 
sT?cfV?ft'W?ir^ nr^?fIri?Tf it^frr sff?TraJTfgi?i^T ftr %?fgscFST^cT>?ife 
gg? ^ Rnfg ’g^cft% w «wsit€H^ ^cmr « y ii snor 

jiTOT^tf^^f^3aT??r sr^itv-g- 
5|«rT sr??Tra*i?sn?TTri af gsrf % 

5?iqf?T«I^S!ft?R^?T II ^ II ( Cha. Upa. I. 11. 4-5 ) In Bra. 

Su. 1. 2. 13, I. 1. 22, I. 1. 23, it has been decided that the 
above Srutis mention Brahman under the names of 3Tr?rt;f^fbr 
5^, 3fI^5T, and Jnnt. But these Srutis in their original place 
are connected with some rites or priestly duties, the official 
duties of a Brahman. 

The present Sutra ( III. 3. 32 ) tells us how long these 
meditations on Brahman associated with priestly duties are to 
be kept on ( STrf^qTlfi^JTOTrtTq^^lfe: ). 

12. gTiq^f k i q n ^g — This gives us the limit of the period 
of continuing the iT^qi’51«fS or meditations on the attributes 
of Brahman connected with the priestly duties ( ). 
A seeker of Brahman can perform his official duties as long 
as he has not renounced the world and may perform them 
even after renunciation if he is in the danger of losing life 
( See Bra. Su. III. 4. 43, and 42 ). During this period of the 
parformance of official duties, the meditations on Brahman 
connected with them should be continued. 

13. According to Sankara this Sutra discusses the question 

“ 5r^JnR%?qr?rnTf?rt ^ qr.” 
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It should be pointed out that this question has nothing 
to do with the so-called which Sadkara believes to 

be the purpose of this Pada. Moreover, this is not a proper 
place in the BrahmasQtras if at all the Sutrakfira wanted to 
discuss that question. According to J^afikara, the ^qRT of 
the knower of Brahman is described in Bra. Su, IV. 1 and 
therefore the question of a further incarnation in the case of 
one who knows Brahman would at the earliest be discussed 
after Bra. Su. IV. l.f 

” according to Sankara means one who himself 
is ( almost God-like ) but is appointed by to 

various offices; means 

“ continuing to live with one’s deeds 
unexhausted though they hare attained right knowledge which 
is the means of absolution. ” ‘ means * till the 

appointment lasts ’ ( Gf. Bra. Sh. I, 3, 26->S8 ). Sankara also 
quotes several Gratis and Smrtis showing that karmas come 
to an end on the achievement of the knowledge of Brahman 
and that comes to an end only after giving its fruit 

to the agent just as a discharged arrow stops only after its 
speed is exhausted. But the fact that the Sutrakdra considers 
this same point in Bra. Su. IV. 1. 18-19 shows that the 
topic of this Sutra ( 82 ) is not what Saiikara thinks it to be. 

^Sutra 33 

14. g — This word rejects a according to which 

f Or rather the question of the invariable attainment of 
( SB a consequence of which would put a stop to further incarna- 
bions ) is disouBsed in Bra. Su. Ill, 4, 52 which seeme to say that 
there is no rule about the attainment of the fruit in the form of 
liberation or the fruit of liberation (^via,, approach to Brahman and 
company of Brahman ), because the Scripture definitely mentions 
( BWqRr ) tho$e who have reached the stage of the knowledge of 
Brahman. ( See also Bra. Su. IV. 1. 1-2, ) 


10 
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‘ the thoughts ’ on are also required to be included in 
the meditation on either of the two aspects of Brahman. 

15. Sankara is right in quoting By. Upa. 
in. 8, 8. sr^?:^s are the negative thoughts like 

etc., which describe the and show that the 
Brahman is immutable. 

16. ‘ ^ means restraint, confinement, fence, barrier 

etc. The Sutrak&ra seems to mean that the thoughts on 

are to be confined to where they are in the Sruti literature ; 
they are not to be collected for the purpose of meditation, 
is thus the opposite of in Bra. Su. III. 8. 5. 

17. and are two reasons why * the thoughts 

on 3!^^ ’ should not be collected or have not been collected by 
the Sutrakfira in his work. The first reason is which 

seems to us to mean the common nature or common charac- 
teristic .of the thoughts of the Immutable, viz,, the fact that 
all of these thoughts serve the same purpose of denying any 
phenomenal attribute of Brahman and consequently proving 
that Brahman is formless ( 3?^^?!.). All these 
attributes have a common meaning or a common purpose 
( — in Sutra III. 3. 13 ). And, therefore, it is not 

necessary to collect them from the various texts. All the 
attributes that the Sutrak&ra has collected in Bra. Su. I. 1-3 
have each of them a different tneanmg and therefore they are 
useful. But such is not the case with the attributes of 3T^^. 

18. — ‘ Being that.’ This seems to mean that the 

individual soul itself is ( immutable or ) the same as is 

described to be. The individual soul is already ^*1^) 

etc. The purpose of meditation by the method of 
is to transform the individual soul and make mani- 
fest in himself those ijars of Brahman on which be meditates. 
As the individual soul i$ already 3T«I3» 

( )> is o®®^^ meditating on those gojs. Thus, 
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the fact of the soul’s being smig, e<c., is the 

reason, why the Stitrak&ra does not favour or collection 

of the same attributes of 

19. “ ” seems to be a minor sacrifice which includes 

some minor rites common to another major sacrifice ; and though 

is required to be included in the major sacrifice, yet no 
such inclusion is carried out on the ground that the major 
sacrifice already includes those minor features. This, however, 
is a mere conjecture. But the example of seems to be 

interpreted by the Sutrakara as somewhat similar to that 
suggested by us. 

20, — This phrase, wherever it occurs in the 

Brahmasutra, is an important one, because on it depends the 
right interpretation of some of these Sutras. To us it appears 
that ^5^*^ in the present case is a reference to Bra. Su, III. 
3. 13-15, As we have already suggested above, in 

Setra 33 corresponds to Sutra III. 3. 13. 

“ being the same ” seem$ to be the summary of the arguments 
in Sutra III. 3. 14-16 (compare the explanation of 
given above with the explanation of Sotras 14-15 already 
given under those Sutras ). corresponds to ‘ arsrjfit ’ 

taken as understood in Sutra 13 on the strength of its 
occurrence in Sutra 12. frr>: in Sutra 13 is interpreted 
as thoughts on because which would mean 

the attributes collected . in Bra. Su. I, 1 and 
are mentioned respectively in Bra. Su. III. 3. 11 and 12, so 

f The interpretation of offered above is however tentative. 

It is a conjecture drawn from the argument iu Br*- Su. 

III. 8. 15. Perhaps ' ’ may refer to the fact that the meditator 

on the aspect as well as the aspect of Brahman already 

understood the object of meditation as not having a physical ^ and 
therefore there is no necessity of meditating on either aspect as 
^*(3, This second suggestion is made in accordance with 

cnwjpiH Sl#Jr:ri«TRRl( Bra. Su. III. 3. 14 ). In this case ‘ 
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that only seem to remain to be mentioned in Stltra 

III. 8. 18. Because of these identical and similar expressions 
and meanings in Sotra 38 on the one hand and in Stitras 
13-15 on the other hand, it seems to us to be very probable 
that in Sutra 33 refers to Siitras 13-16. If this 

suggestion of ours be correct, we have in Sutra 83 ample 
evidence for our interpretation of Sutras 18-16. 

21. j^hkara is right in saying that refers to 

such Srutis as By. Upa. III. 8. 8. According to him, however, 
the question discussed in this Sutra is whether all the thoughts 
on are to be collected ;and added to all the gratis 

or not. This does not seem to us to be the case ; rather, the 
topic here is what attributes are to be collected for meditation 
on Brahman, and what are not. 

This Sutra seems to mention these latter, the former 
having been stated in Sotras 31-82. means obstruction, 

restraint, confinement, blockade, fence, blocking up where they 
occur. But Sahkara explains the word in the Sutra as follows 

i . Thus, by 

adding he altogether changes the sense of and 

instead of ' obstruction ’ or ‘ restraint ’ the word comes to mean 
acceptance and admission everywhere. This way of adding 
words to such an extent that -the original sense is altogether 
changed seems to us to be very dangerous. which 

means a common characteristic is explained by Bahkara as 
«iTR> f? agmfaqtqstaapR: i. This is 

rather the very reason on account of which the Sutrakfira 
conf/net these attributes to where they occur and thereby 
shows his unwillingness to collect them for meditation either on 
the aspect ( Sutra 18-16 ) or on Brahman in general 

( Sotra 83, •. e., the aspect as well ). It is the 

of one 'thought' with other ' thoughts' ( 

«l|^, etc. ) which, it seems to us, is meant here. ( Cf. 
in Satra III. 3. IS). is interpreted by ^ahkara at 
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“ 51 ^ ^ STin^ J»9lBTWnT?r l We think, by 

the Sutrakftra refers to the fact that the soul is already 
etc., like the Ak^ra. 

There is a mention of attributes in Sutras 11-15, and 
again a statement of attributes oeours in these Sutras (81-83). 
The purpose' of Sutras 11-15 is to state what attributes are 
to be taken in the meditation on the sr^TR aspect of Brahman ; 
while Sutras 81-33 aim at explaining how many attributes 
should be included in the meditation on both the aspects of 
Brahman ( See Sutras 28-80 ). But in so doing the Sutrakftra 
also mentions ( in Sutras 32-83 ) which attributes are to be 
taken temporarily and which should be confined where they 
are. Sutra 33 repeats briefly the statement of Sutras 13-15, 
because that latter statement was made only for the meditation 
on the ; while it was not made for the aspect also. 

This latter incompleteness of statement has boon removed by 
Shtra 83. Thus, Sankara’s remarks that this repetition of the 
consideration of attributes is for the purpose of giving details 
only, are not correct ( ?T«lf ^ WIRURTH I 

I irfeqvi- 
I ); because Sutra 33 rather briefly refers to 
Sutra 13-15. His remarks, however, are based upon his inter- 
pretation of both these groups of Sutras ( 11-16, 38 ). To us 
they seem to support the explanations that we have offered 
for these Sutras ( 31-33 ). Sankara takes ^r^Wl^as referring 
to Jai. Su. HI. 3. 8. We have already stated above the reasons 
why in this Sutra seems to us to refer to Sdtras 13-15 

of this Pftda. 



SECTION X 


Inward Method of Meditation 

Sutras IIK 3. 34-36 

( ) 3i5^«rTs%^3q4f%ft^ i 


TRANSLATION 


On account of the ^ruti’s mention [ of Brahman as 
being ] ‘ of this much size \ [ Brahman should be meditated 

upon ] inwardly in one’s own self, just as [ is done ] in 
the case of the group of elements. 34-35 

If it be argued : “ [ Meditation is to be practised 
inwardly in one’s self, because ] othewise there would be 
no explanation of the identity [ of the meditator with the 
meditated ], we reply “ No [ The inward meditation J 
is like [ the one suggested ] in another precept [ about 
inward realization ]. 36 



NOTES 

Sutra 34-35 

1. To US it seema that originally Sutras 34 and 35 formed 
one single Sutra, because, as we shall explain below, 

( Sutra 34 according to Saiikara’s Ps^a ) gives the reason 
for ‘ ' in SQtra 35, and does not therefore seem to us 

to be an independent argument or an independent Adhikarana. 

2. f?l^nisr;n?l;-~This undoubtedly refers to a iJruti in 

which is said to be ‘ of this much size ’ t. e., of a 

small size. So, probably, refers to some {^ruti like 

Katha Upa. IV. 12-13 viz,, 

^ crtit ii ti 

arfsnra: 3 ^ ti 

^ n«n?i ^ ^ II II 

In Bra. Su. I. 8. 24 ( irfitcr; ), the Sutrakfira has 

discussed this Sruti and has come to the conclusion that 315^ 
mentioned here is Because qrffrriTff is said to be ‘of 

a small size and, as the same Surti says, resides in the 
heart, He should be meditated upon in one's own self. “ qxti’ 
” of the ^ruti corresponds to “ ai??ncT WlrW; ” of the 
Sutra. This seems to us to be the argument of the Sutrakara 
n these Sutras ( 84-35 ) for meditating upon the Supreme 
Being as present in one’s own self. In Bra. Su. I. 2. 7 and I. 
t. 21 respectively and srsfisf are said to be ‘ of the size 
)f the heart ’ because they are to be meditated upon as such, 
as being in the heart W 

sqVugqr I— Bra. Su. I. 2. 7 ; ^qrgqrn-Bra, Sfl. I. 3. 21 ). 

3. ^ij?T?nqqrg[,— The reside in, the body. This is 

made very clear from the following verse: — 
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HT ?IlN«mg^TOaR ll Bha. GL yv'll. 6. 

Thus, >29inn means the number of small beings that 
reside in the human body. Similarly, the Supreme Being 
also resides in the body and is to be meditated upon in the 
body or within the self of the meditator. The point of 
comparison is not the meditation but only residence in the 
body. ( Gf. also shows that 

were also worshiped; MBh. XII. 236. 14-24 where the 
meditation on the Elements is mentioned. 

4. Shtra 34 has been taken as an independent Adhikarana 
by Sankara, but this expression ( ) is only the 
statement of a and nothing is said therein regarding the 
oonolusion. So, it is not likely that by itself it could form an 
Adhikarapa. As we have shown above, can be 

well connected with Sutra 35 as a and, therefore, it seems 
to us that if preceded s|9<n:niii!IIIR9c^I?tRJj 

should not be an independent Sutra, but should form 
part of Sutra 35. If, however, followed STSaTT- 

could be an independent Sutra; in 
this ease “ ” would be Sstra 34 and 

would bb Sutra 35. 

According to Sankara, ‘ ’ discusses a question 

whether Mu. Upa. III. 1. 1 and Ka^ba Upa, III, 1 teach the 
same or two different f^dTs. But, it should be pointed 
out that in Bra. Su. I. 2. il and 1.3. 7 respectively the Sutrakara 
has discussed both these Srutis ( Ka. Upa. III. 1 and Mu. Upa. 
III. 1. I ), and in each case it is concluded that each verse 
mentions the Supreme Being and the individual soul. So, 
really, there is no reason why these two Srutis be discussed 
once again. Sankara himself is aware of this unnecessary 
repetition involved in his interpretation of this Sutra ( Jj5i 
ft W. llramrTfa}W*3f ). So in- 

directly it had been proved in Bra. Su. I. 2. 11 and I. 3. 7 that 
the same ftor is taught in these verses. fSTfiJrarwi^ does not 
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clearly refer to two Srutis or to tivo souls; all that it can imply 
is that in the ^ruti the Supreme Being is said to be of a 
small size. But Ankara takes ‘ ’ in the sense of * two ' 

and explains the Sutra as follows 

5, According to Saiikara, Sutra 35 begins a new Adhika- 
rana and discusses the question whether Bf. Upa. III. 4. 1 
and III. 5. 1 teach the same or different ^?irs. The 

reason for this doubt is stated by Saiikara to be ‘‘ repetition ” 
of the same statement. A glance at the two texts will show 
that both of them teach the same topic, which is repeated 
verbatim in both the passages; therefore there was no reason 
for such a doubt as is raised by oahkara. It should be stated 
here that in this Sutra Sankara raises a because the 

same topic is repeated in the texts concerned, while in the 
preceding Sutra he raises a doubt because different things are 
mentioned in the texts concerned ( ). Thus, it 
would seem as if a doubt may be raised on any account, or 
that mere reproduction of the same words in different texts or 
mere difference in some texts should be taken as a suftioient 
ground for raising a doubt. 

Moreover, not a single word in the Sutra suggests a 
reference to the fqqq^I^^s of Sankara. The words 

mean inside one’s self or inside one’s body ; it does not 
mean ‘ ’ and therefore it cannot be taken as a reference 

to ‘ ’ in Sankara’s Moreover, ‘ 

’ should not be modified into “ 

”. There is no word in the Sutra for aruHR and 
added by Saiikara. 

Sankara gives two explanations for in the Sutra 

( 35 ). ( 1 ) g ^ ^ 

^ I We believe, the 
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additions to “ ” made in this explanation make 

Sankara’s interpretation appear too week to be accepted. 
Sankara himself felt diffident about his first interpretation and 
therefore offered a second one. ( 2 ) In this second expla- 
nation Sankara takes ^jenTrtT«I?I as referring to Sve. Upa. VI. 11 
in which the compound words ‘ ’ and ‘ ’ 

occur. The original sense in the Sutra seems to be that 
is inside one’s own self; instead of this, Sankara’s 
explanation is that the Lord is in Is 

a sufficient reference to Sve. Upa. VI. 11 ? And can we 
change to SO easily? 

Sutra 30 

6. ” in this Sutra refers to the method of 

meditation ( Bra. Su HI. 3. 16, IV. J. 3 ) in which the 
meditator identifies himself with Brahman on whiuh ho medi- 
tates. This interpretation is possible if the object of 

meditation is inside the self as much as the soul of the 
meditator himself. If the object of meditation bo supposed 
to be in the Supreme Heaven ( stftnq; ) or in Nature any- 
where but in the body, the ) would 

not be possible because ari; is surely residing in one’s own 
body ( 3T?<TTT ). Therefore, if Brahman also be in one’s 

own body ( ^eTlrW: 3T?rr?l ), then only is there any possibility 
of achieving the identification underlying the meditation ( 
SfgnftjT ). This seems to us to be sense of here. 

7. A supposes that 

Brahman is to be meditated upon within one’s self because 
otherwise tlie identification expressed in the cannot 

become possible. 

8. if —The Sutrakara rejects the argument for 

meditation of Brahman within one’s self. It is not for making 
possible the identification umlerlyiiig, that Brahman 

is taught here to be meditated upon within one’s self. 
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9. — The Sutrakara seeuis to refer to a 
statement in the Sruti according to which Brahman and the 
soul etre within an individual’s body without being identical. 
( = ). 

There are Srutis like Mu. Upa. III. 1. 1, Katha Upa. III. 1 , etc. 

srr i 

fq^q^y ii 

( Mu. Upa. III. 1. 1 and Sve. Upa. IV. 6 ), 

and 

q# fqq?^ 55T q?:^ qri^ i 

^qfqqt q^t»qqt ^ q Bmrfe^qn ii 

( Ka^ha Upa. III. 1 ). 

Brahman is to be meditated upon within one’s self, not 
in order to aehieve the identity of Brahman and the Jiva, 
but beeause the Sruti declares Brahman to be with the soul 
within the latter's body. 

If we take to mean another teaching like 

( Sutra III. 3. 34-35 ), it may be a reference to 

qqqifwnqfq qq^iqVsgq?^ ii 

( Sva. Upa. I. 15 ) 

or, to 

q^if^ sqgyTr^qw^^wicqri^ qy?q% i 

( Katha Upa. IV. 1 ). 
‘ SRqqTq?*!. ’ the inner Atman is God residing in the heart. 

10. If the above interpretation of Sutra 36 be correct, 
it supports indirectly the explanation of Sutra 16 suggested 
by us. The latter as well as Sutras 34-35 deal with the 
method of meditation and so does also Sutra 36. 

10 a. Moreover, the fact that the Sutrakara rejects the 
argument leading to the identification of Brahman and the 
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Jiva, shows that the Sutrakara does not believe in the identity 
of the two. This is in complete agreement with the Sutras 
in which the Sutrakara says that the soul and Brahman are 
not identical e. g., Bra. Su. I. 1. 17, I. 1. 21, I. 2. 22, I. 3. 5, 
etc. etc., II. 1. 22. 

11. Sankara reads, ‘ ’ in place of ‘ ’ 

which we have followed. Sankara in accordance with his 
interpretation of Sutra 35 explains as and refers 

that to the different or double statement of the same 

in Br. Upa. III. 4. 1 and III. 5. 1. should mean “ if 

not within one’s self ” in accordance with the context of 
Sutra 35, but Sankara interprets it as “ 

should mean of because Sankara reads 

‘ or ‘ ’ if we adopt Sankara’s meaning 

of Sankara, however, explains as referring to 

Cha. Upa. VI. 8. 7. We need not say that there is no 
similarity between the repetition of the teaching of Cha. Upa. 
VI and the double statement occuring in By. Upa. III. 4 and 
5. Inspite of this Sankara takes Cha. Upa. VI to be the 
model wherewith to explain the repetition in By. Upa. III. 4-5. 



SECTION XI 


Interchange of Attributes of the two Aspects of Brahman in ^ruti: 
No Objection to the Meditation on either of the two 
independently of the other. 

Sutras 111. 3. 37-42 

Note We propose to read Sutras 37-42 as follows 

( I 

( fl I 

( «o ) I 



TRANSLATION 

There is an interchange [ of attributes ] because 
[ the i^rutis ] characterise in the same way [ one aspect of 
Brahman ] as they do the other [ aspect ], 37 

because every one and the same [ Sruti ] does so. 38 

Satya [^-sankalpa^ and other succeeding attributes 
[ can ] at the desire [ of the meditator be used ] in [ the 
meditation on the Avyakta which is ] the other [ aspect of 
Brahman than the one to which, in the opinion of the 
Sutrakara as expressed in Bra. Su. 1. 2, they belong ], and 
in [ the meditation on ] it [ i. e., “ that other aspect ” viz., 
the Avyakta the meditator may at his desire use attributes ] 
from [ dyubhvady ] dyatana and the succeeding ones. 39 

[ Purvapaksa- ] “ There should be no dropping [ of the 
attributes of an aspect other than the one which one chooses 
to meditate upon ] out of reverence [ for the interchange 
found in the ^rutis ]. ” 

[ Siddhanta- ] “ When [ such an attribute ] presents 
itself [ in a Sruti, it should not be dropped ] on account 
of this (reverence) due to the statement of that (Sruti). 40-41 

There is no rule for fixing those [ attributes ]. The 
result of this standpoint is that there is no objection [ on 
the part of the ^ruti] to [the taking of the Avyakta and the 
Purusa to be each of them] a separate aspect of Brahman. 42 



NOTES 

Sutra 37 

1 . — The word means “interchange” and here it 

means the interchange of attributes ( f%?R«iT8 ), as is suggested 
by the verb in the Sutra. The are not to be 

interchanged but the f^trqors can be interchanged because 
“ the ^rutis use such fervors for one aspect of Brahman as 
they do for the other. ” 

” ’’ is the statement of a conclusion, and “ 

is a for it. The Sutrakara also gives an inter- 
change of attributes of Brahman in Sutras 38-39 etc. Therefore, 
is an interchange of attributes. 

2. — The subject of this verb is just as 

the subject of which occurs so often in the Brahmasutras 

is always Moreover, the feminine form ‘ ’ in the 

next Sutra makes it clear that the subject of is 

understood. 

3. ‘ ^ ’ shows that is the conclusion and 

is the premise. 

4. — The Sutrakara holds that there are two forms 

of Brahman and or and 5^. Compare 

also in ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 16 ). 

“ ” means “The Srutis distinguish as they 

do 5^, and 5^ as they do For this reason, the 

characteristics of each of the two can be interchanged with 
those of the other. The Sutrakara giv^s an example of how 
the Srutis distinguish the one form of Brahman like the other, 
in the next Sutra ( ^ ). 

5. Sankara makes one Adhikarana of this Sutra only, 
ig in his vievv not a statement ot the conclusion, but 
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he takes it as a reference to a text of the Aitareyins and 
another text of the Jabalas in both of which, he says, a 
is given. 

We have already said that here is the statement 

of a conclusion and therefore it does not refer to any Srutis. 

is mentioned for the purpose of meditation and its 
illustrations in Sutras 38-39 also go against taking 
as referring to any particular Srutis. Again, Sankara explains 
as “ This is not the 

exact meaning which the word has in any standard 

lexicon, is an interchange of equal things, interchange 

of only or Br^I«TS only. In the Sutra, it is the 

interchange of as is shown by us above. Lastly, it 

is not at all likely that the Sutrakara would try to discuss 
any revealed text other than an Upanisad or an Upanisad not 
accepted by him in the first Adbyaya of his work. 

Instead of taking sqfqgrc as a simple statement ( 

) Sankara completes “ the gaps ” in the Sutra by saying 
“ .sq%5I5CtSqJ7|':qT;Trqi5?IT^q ‘ is explained by Sankara 

as goTt: grivqiqjq stiiiiqfq frg^. Thus, 

Sankara interprets as goir; fq. He adds “ gurr: ”• 

If is to be taken with instead of with 

sqf^?: should be a goi like but it seems to us 

that it is not a guna. is interpreted by Sankara as 

We think that is the subject of 

I 

Moreover, how would Sankara explain the view established 
in his bhasya on this Sutra in consistency with his interpreta- 
tion of Sutra IV. 1. 5 and his bhasya on the same ? 

Sutra 38 

6. This Sutra seems to us to be closely connected with 
the preceding Sutra. ‘ ^ ’ in this Sdtra supports our view. 
In Sutra 37 a general statement is given, viz., “ 
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in this Sutra a particular example of that statement 
is given, viz., “ 5^^ ” So. this Sutra is a 

continuation of the preceding Sutra. 

7. Ilfwfir — “ is to be taken as understood 

from the preceding Sutra. The Sutrakara seems to mean that 
one and the same Sruti characterises one aspect of Brahman like 
the other. He means that we may take any Sruti and we 
shall find the correctness of this assertion. ^ Let us take the 
example of Cha. Upa. III. 14. 1-2. This Sruti begins with 

S8T 5rr5?r and then the attributes 

of this .Brahman are given as sn®I5r€t^ 

anwscnwT 

The Sutrakara seems to think that in this ^ruti the 

which is mentioned in the beginning is qualined as if it 
were the because etc., are the 

of the Looking to the of the first 

Pada of the first Adhyaya, which mention gfisi: as the cause of 
the creation, continuation and dissolution of the world, 
is also a proof that this Sruti is intended to describe the 
S^RC,t. Here the snSP^ is qualified with 

adjectives which properly belong to the Brahman. 

This is true not only of one single Sruti, but many Srutis do 
the same and therefore the Sutrakara says in Sutra 37, “ 

8. ‘ ’ which is a part of this Sutra according to 

the commentators seems to us to be originally a part of the 
next Sutra ( See Note 9 below ). 

Sutra 39 

9. “ ^Tc^TIf ?T: ” of the preceding Sutra should in our opinion 

be taken in this Sutra. Thus, the original Sutra ( 39 ) should 
have been “ ^qi^q; ^?I?RT^vq; Here we have 

f See also Note ( 10 ) on Sutra III. 3, 39. 
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introduced one more change also in the reading of Sankara, viz., 
is changed to thus substituting the long 

i by a short one. Our reasons for detaching from 

the preceding Sutra and attaching it to this Sutra are the 
meaning of and the sense of Sutra 39 as a whole. 

But, for the change of to we are support- 

ed also by Madhva’s reading according to which we have a 
short X instead of a long one in this expression ( ). 

10. and — In Sutra 11 we have a 

group of attributes viz., 3rTiT?^5[?T:. Thus, we have here in 
Sutras 11 and 39 three groups of attributes viz., ( 1 ) nne 
beginning with (2) a second beginning with and (3) 

a third group of attributes of which str^r is the first. Accord- 
ing to the requirement of the compound, we want three 

lists of attributes in which STR?^, and aTRcT?! are respectively 
the Jirst. None of the commentators gives any such lists. 

To us it seems that here the Sutrakara refers to the lists 
of attributes in the first three Padas of the first Adhyaya of 
his work. ^R?^ is an attribute referred to in Bra. Su. I. 1. 2; 
that Sutra undoubtedly refers to Tai. Upa, III. 6, viz., 3TRf^ 
3tr5?i;5^ II str^st 

II STR?^ II Similarly is the ^rst 

attribute in Bra. Su. I. 2. But in this case stands for 

which is given in the Sruti referred to in Bra. Su. 

I. 2. 1, viz., ^ Ill U JRtff^T: 

srinr?!^^ 

Il ( Cha. Upa. III. 14. 1-2 ). In the 
same way refers to a list in which 3 TR<t«T ia the 

first attribute of Brahman. This seems to be a reference to 
in the first Sutra of the third Pada of the first 
Adhyaya of the Brahmastitra. 

The word “ 3TRR ” itself occurs in the Sruti referred to 
in Bra. Su. I. 1. 2; so the word STRr^ in Sutra III. 3. 11 can 
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be easily identified with the same in the Sruti referred to in 
Bra. Su. I. 1. 2. But the identification of with 
and that of with may afford some scope 

for raising a difference of opinions. But, if we study how the 
Sutrakara refers to Srutis or to the Sutras, we come to a 
conclusion that he does make changes, even greater changes, 
than the change of to and to 3TTq^. 

(Thus, in Bra. Su. I. 1. 24 ( 3qt%aT:nnfvTVIRraf,) refers to 
a Sruti in which the word “ ” occurs, viz , Cha. Upa. III. 

12. 6; in Bra. Su. I. 2. 1 refers to in Cha. 

Upa. III. 14. 2; in Bra. Su. I. 2. 7 refers to qq ^ 

STRJIl^cr^^^ in Cha. Upa. III. 14. 3} in Bra. Su. I. 2. 7 

refers to a Sruti in which the word “ *’ occurs viz., 

Cha. Upa. VIII. 1. 1. All these examples of arftq>s used by 
the Sutrakara for making references to Srutis show that he 
makes changes in the words occuring in the original passages. 
We believe the above examples of the way in which the 
Sutrakara makes references to other text are a sufficient ground 
to guarantee our suggestion to take and 3nq?T*T us 

abbreviations of Hrq^^^q and and therefore as 

references to the feruti which is fqqqqjqq in Bra. Su. I. 2. 1 
and to Sutra I. 3. 1 respectively. Since the purpose of the 
Sutrakara was to refer to the three lists of attributes in the 
three Padas of the first Adhyaya, it is of minor importance that 
sqqrq and refer to the Srutis which are the fqqqqiqqs of 
Bra. Su. I. 1. and I. 2, while STjqqw refers to the Sutra ( I. 3. 1 ) 
itself, or that or ^?qqiiq is not the first in the attributes of 
Cha. Upa. III. 14. 2 ( qqtqq being mentioned first in that Sruti ). 

is an attribute, and ^?q or ^TrqqiTq is also an attribute ; 
but aqqqq is by itself no attribute ; this inconsistency is 
removed by taking sqqqq as ^^qi^qqq which is an attribute. 
This is a more cogent reason also why STTqqq should be 
understood to refer to ^vqffJtqqq. 

If we accept the above suggestion regarding the inter- 
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pretation of the three groups of attributes, ( 1 ) 

( 2 ) and ( 3 ) we can easily make out 

the reference expressed by in each compound. Thus, 

the first list consists of ( 1 ) ansT?? ( Bra. Su. I. 1. 2 ), ( 2 ) 

( Bra. Su. I. 1. 12 ), ( 3 ) 3Tf?TT...3^; ( Bra. Su. I. 1. 

20 ), ( 4 ) aTfa»i5J ( Bra. Su. 1. 1. 22 ), ( 5 ) srnn ( Bra. Su. I. 

1. 23 ), ( 6 ) ( Bra. Su. I. 1. 24 ) and ( 7 ) irm ( Bra. 

Su. I. 1, 28 ). The second list is made up of ( 1 ) mftfl?!! 
( ) etc., ( Bra. Su. I. 2. 1 ), ( 2 ) ( Bra. Su. I. 

2. 9 ). ( 3 ) 55f srf^^: ( Bra. Su. I. 2. U ), { 4 ) srfjR:: ( Bra. 

Su. I. 2. 13 ), (5 ) ( Bra. Su. I. 2. 18 ), (6) 

IjUTf; ( Bra. Su. I. 2. 21 ) and ( 7 ) Isuwc: { Bra. Su. 1. 2. 24 ). 
The third list consists of ( 1 ) ( Bra. Su. I. 3. 1 ), 

( 2 ) ( Bra. Su. I. 3. 8 ), ( 3 ) ( Bra. Su. I. 3. 

10 ), ( 4 ) ( Bra. Su. I. 3. 13 ), ( 5 ) ^5?: ( Bra. Su. I. 

3. 14 ), ( 6 ) ( Bra. Su. I. 3. 24 ), ( 7 ) ( Bra. 

Su. I. 3. 39 ), ( 8 ) ( Bra. Su. I. 3. 40 ), ( 9 ) 

( Bra. Su. I. 3. 41 ), ( 10 ) ( Bra. Su. I. 3. 42 ), and 

( Bra. Su. I. 3. 43 ). 

11. and those attributes 

that follow it may be, at the desire of the meditator, used for 
meditation on an aspect other than that aspect of Brahman for 
which they have been mentioned by the Sutrakara. ” is 

( Bra. Su. III. 3. 28 ). On account of the sqf ^ g n ; or 
interchange of attributes ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 37 ) the Sutrakara 
gives an option to the meditator. The Sutrakara has argued in 
Bra. Su. 1. 2 that the f^»s(q[9n^Us collected in that Pada describe 
the aspect of Brahman. Now he says that may 

be optionally used in the meditation on the other, ». e., on the 
msiR aspect of Brahman. This option is quite consistent 
with the nature of the of that Pada. All the 

contain words which express the Brahman, 

but on account of certain flr^ors of that ^q?r the Sutrakffra 
argues that the subject of those tii^qs is 5^. Let us take 
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an example in addition to that of given above under 

Sutra 38. Thus, Mu. Upa. I. 1 . 5-6 mentions the 8 i 5 :qq^,but 
the Sruti characterises that aspect as it does the or 

and therefore the Sutrakara gives arguments from that Sruti 
to show that that passage teaches the aspect of Brahman. 

This is true also about other Srutis discussed in that Pftda 
( See our Notes on Bra. Su. I. 2 in the Appendix ). 

The above option ( ) lends support 

to feahkara's view because it explains why it is that Sankara 
takes Srutis like Mu. Upa. I. 1 , 5-6 as referring to 
in his commentary on that Upanisad, while he interprets the 
same as dealing with 5 ^ or is his commentary on 

the Brahmasutra. 

11. <r?r ^ — “And in the meditation on it 

(». e., on the ) may be used at the desire of the meditator 

attributes from 3Ti«icT«T, etc. ” This means the f^q^qfi^Rs of 
Bra. Su. I. 3 deal with the according to the Sutrakara, 

but here he gives an option to use those attributes in the 
meditation on the This shows that the Srutis discuss- 

ed in Bra. Su. I. 3 characterise as they do itvtr. 

If we study the of Bra. Su. I. 3, we find that 

they expressly mention and describe Him with words 
applicable to the The Sutrakara who lays emphasis 

on the express word in these Srutis makes a two-fold attempt 
at explaining the topic of these Srutis ; in Bra. Su. I. 3 he 
says that these Srutis describe the 5 ^ because actually the 
word 555 ^ is mentioned in them, while in Bra. Su. III. 3 39 
he makes it clear that since these Srutis describe the 5 ^ 
with adjectives and terms applicable to the allows 

an option to use these attributes in the meditation on the 

To give an example from Bra. Su. I. 3, Mu. Upa. II. 2 . 5 
is the of the first Adhikarana. That 

uses the word which the Sutrakara seems to take as a 
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word belonging to moreover, as the Sutrakara himself 

says, the is called 555*^ or ( Bra. Su. I. 3. 

2 ), Now, this 5^ or is said to be ‘ that 

which is the abode of the sky, the earth, etc. ’ This 
is according to the Sutrakara an attribute of the sr^fW. Again, 
this 5^ is said to be (Mu. Upa. II. 2. 7 ) which 

is in the opinion of the Sutrakara an attribute of the irqiW. 
Mu. Upa. II. 2. 8 also describes this 5^ in the terms of 
srcfR. Thus, Mu. Upa. II. 2 describes 5^ in the terms of 
srvTR. The same seems to be true also of other ^rutis 
discussed in Bra. Su. I. 3. 

12. Why does the Sutrakara use instead of 

? Is it for a metrical reason ? Or, does it mean 
that only some of the Srutis discussed in Bra. Su. I 3 describe 

in the terms of STVin and therefore only some of those 
Srutis should be taken in the meditation on the while 

other Srutis describe 5^ in the terms of (only) and these 
should not, therefore, be taken in the meditation on the 
should be used only on the meditation on 5^ ? 

13. If the above interpretation of Bra. Su. III. 3. 11 and 

III. 3. 37-39 be correct, we have here the keg to the interpre- 
tation of Bra. Su. I. 1-3. According to Bra. Su. III. 3. 11 
the Sutrakara has devoted the first Pada of Bra. Su. I to the 
collction of the attributes of only the ) or snsiR 

aspect of Brahman. In Bra. Su. I. 2 he has dealt with those 
Srutis which describe the or 3R:qq5^ with the adjectives 

applicable to only the and which he has himself taken 

as teaching the aspect. This is the implied sense of 

and ( Bra. Su. 

III. 3. 37-39). And lastly, Bra. Su. I. 3 discusses those 
Srutis which describe the 5^ with the terms applicable to the 
snqR, and about which the Sutrakara himself argues there that 
they deal with gqq ( qq qiqqqif^^q? — Bra. Su. III. 3. 39 ). 

14. According to Sankara’s reading there is one indepenment 
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Adhikarana of Sutra 38 ( ^ )• He takes this Sutra 

as referring to a question arising out of Bp. Upa, V. 4-5, viz., 
whether the of By. Upa. V. 4 and that of By. Upa. 

V. 5 are one and the same. As can be seen by reading the 
text, of Br. Upa. V. 4-5 there is no reason to raise such a 
doubt at all, because it is clearly stated that in Bf. Upa. 
V. 5. 2 is the same as the in Br. Upa. V. 4 and V. 1, 
viz., ^ 9Trf^t?Ti l Therefore, it appears to us that 

Br. Upa. V. 4-5 does not require any discussion and is 
not, therefore, likley to have been discussed in the Brahma- 
sutra. Sankara seems to take in as referring 

to By. Upa. V. 4-5. refers to a list of attributes in 

which is the Jirst attribute, but there is no such list in 
this passage from the By. Upa. In By. Upa. V. 4 there are 
three attributes ( ) of which is 

the last one. Thus, it is not likely that refers to Bf. 

Upa. V. 4-5. 

Sankara takes as uier and adds ‘ f^tTT To us 
it appears that means “ as we 

have explained above. *' ” which is here implied, joins 

this Sutra with the preceding Sutra. There is no evidence in 
the Sutra to take 5% as understood. Having taken 
in the sense of Sankara finds that the ^ for 

this conclusion is not given in the Sutra, so he takes 
as understood. In our opinion it was very easy 
to see the and therefore the Sutrakara does not 

discuss the Br. Upa. passage at all. 

“ ” in the Sutra is explained by Sankara as 

“ As we have shown 

above, there is no list of in this Bf. Upa. Sruti. 

Sankara quotes an interpretation of this Sutra given by 
some of his predecessors. That interpretation also shows that 
the correct tradition was lost long before Sankara. 
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As regards Sankara's own interpretation of Bra. Su. III. 
3. 38 it may be added that in Bra. Su. III. 3. 20-22 the same 
Bf. Upa. Sruti (V. 5) is also discussed by the Sutrakara according 
to Sankara’s interpretation of those Sutras. Now, there in the 
very beginning he tatkes it for granted that the in V. 2 
is none else but the 5111^ mentioned in V. 1. Looking 
to this position of Sankara regarding Br. Upa. V. 5, it would 
also seem impossible that any doubt about Br. Upa. V. 5 be 
raised or discussed at all in the Brahmasutra. 

15. Sankara interprets Sutra 39 as intended to solve 
a question whether Cha. Upa. VIII. 1 and By. Upa. IV. 4 
teach the same Out of these two Srutis Cha. Upa. 

VIII. 1 is already discussed by the Sutrakara in Bra. Su. I. 3. 
14-17, and the other Sruti ( Br. Upa. IV. 4 ) along with Br, 
Upa. IV. 3 is discussed under Sutra I. 3. 42 in accordance 
with the interpretation of Sankara. Thus, as both the Srutis 
were already discussed and proved as dealing with 
it does not seem necessary to us that any doubt regarding 
the identity of their teaching required to be solved later on 
in this Sutra. 

Sankara takes to be the reading, which, as we 

have shown above, should have been originally 
But Sankara takes ( separated from ) to refer 

to in Cha. Upa. VIII. 1. 5. His argument for 

interpreting as is as follows I 

I l ” This argument 

seems to us to have no parallel in the Brahmasutra. Moreover, 
as Sankara himself further on notices, he requires here 
and not In our opinion, we rather require 

not because would be a 

symmetrical expression along with and . 

But even cannot refer to Cha. Upa. VIII. 1. 5 

because the list of attributes in that Sruti begins with 
'* ” and therefore “ ” ( a list of 
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attributes in which is the first ) should have been 

the compound-word, if a reference to Oha, Upa. VIII. 1. 5 
were intended by the Sutrakara. But as no such expression 
is given in the Sutra, we believe it is not possible to take 
the Sutra as referring to Cha. Upa. VIII. 1. 5 at all. 

Sankara 'takes as referring to the Br. Upa. passage. 

But to us this seems to signify the way in which 

is used by the Sutrakara in Siitra 37 ( and also in Bra. Su. 
III. 3. 16 ). 

‘ <T5r ’ means, according to Sankara, ) 

" ( ®r. 

I ” We must say that one cannot add so 
many words before and after aw in order to make out the 
sense of a^T, and one cannot take fa^csr twice as Sankara, 
has done. 


* Lastly, Sankara’s interpretation of 3li?Taaif^V«r: is hardly 
satisfactory. We have interpreted “ a^ ^3 ” as 

“and to It should be applied attributes from those begin- 
ning with STpraa i. e., ^^grr^IRaa Sankara takes a^f and 
3TI*iaaif^*a: separately, thus making one sentence out of a?f 
and making “ STTaaafi^^a: ” the statement of ^s. Again, 
3Tiaa*nf^¥?Ts is, according to him, to be taken as STiaaaif^- 
^aWt^aiaL. How can one make additions so easily ? The word 
' STriiaa ’ occurs in neither of the two Srutis. So, Sankara says 
that the statement of Sfa as the is the same in both 

the Srutis. As to what other attributes are common Sankara 
says “ but even this ^sa«: is not mentioned 

in any of the two Upanisadic passages. Finally, after taking 
all this trouble to establish between Cha. Upa. Vllf. 1 

and Br. Upa IV. 4. 22 Sankara lands himself into a quandary 
because he realizes that according to his own interpretation 
the Cha. Upa. passage ( VIII. 1 ) teaches SRHai while the 
Br. Upa. passage ( IV. 4. 22 ) teaches the ^f|or So he 
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has to explain why the Sutrakara, as interpreted by him, 
teaches that the is the same in the two passages, 

Sankara’s reply is ; - S’?!®! 3®^" 

Wffr; l. This can hardly be accepted 

as a ■ satisfactory explanation for the labour which l^hkara 
supposes the Sutrakara to have taken in this Sutra. Such an 
explanation only shows that there is no in this 

Sutra in the sense in which Sankara understands it. 

It may be added that in his bhasya on Bra. Su. I. 3. 42 
Sankara quotes Bf. Upa. IV. 4. 22 ( discussed above ) in 
support of his argument and comes to the conclusion that 
By. Upa. IV. 3. 7 teaches or ^ 3 ®! 5!?!!!!. 

Sutra 40 

16. This is a ^ according to Sankara and others 

and it seems to be so. But while these Acaryas begin a new 
Adhikarana with this Sutra, to us it appears that this and 1 >he 
next two Sutras are closely connected with Sutras 37-39, and 
therefore they should be taken as part of the Adhikarana 
begun with Sutra 37. 

17. In Sutra 37 the Sutrakara states that there is a 

‘ interchange ’ of the f^qois of and 5 ^ and supports 

the same by giving arguments and illustrations in Bra. Su. 38-39. 

Now, what is to be done for the practical purpose of 
meditation in view of the fact that there is an ‘ interchange ’ 
in the Srutis ? The seems to say that out of respect for 

the Sruti^ the attributes of an aspect other than the one on 
which a man meditates should not be dropped, ( i. e., these 
attributes variously scattered in different Srutis should be also 
gathered and should be made the subject of meditation as one 
has to do in the case of those attributes which belong to 
that aspect on which he meditates ). This would be tanta- 
mount to gathering and meditating upon the attributes of 
as much as the attributes of when one meditates on 3 ^. 



Bra. Sv. III. 8. 87-42 


179 


Similarly, though one may be meditating on he should 

ru^ drop gathering and meditating upon the attributes of 5^, 
because he respects the ^ruti and the Sruti teaches of 

the f^qors of the two aspects of Brahman. In other words, 
the distinction between the Srutis discussed in Bra. Su. I. 2 
and I. 3 which the Sutrakara has kept up, should be given 
up, because there is the interchange of the attributes of 
and 5^ in the Sruti. 


Sutra 41 

18. The above procedure would involve the gathering of 

the attributes of both aspects in the meditation on either of 
the two aspects of Brahman. The Sutrakara seems to mean 
in Sutra 41 that this kind of procedure of meditation is not 
the one to be followed as a result of the found in 

the Srutis. All that one should do is not to drop only those 
attributes which present themselves in the Sruti or Srutis of 
the aspect on which he meditates. Thus, if one wishes to 
meditate on he should resort to the viz., 

those discussed in Bra. Su. I. 3 ) and select as many of them 
as he would like ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 31 ) and from them he 
should collect the attributes of 5^, and if in doing so he finds 
an attribute <yt' attributes of he should not drop them 

from his meditation on 5^^. Thus, one should not drop an attri- 
bute ( of the other aspect ) when that attribute ( of the other 
aspect ) presents itself in the Sruti of that aspect on which he 
wishes to meditate. One should not drop attributes of other 
aspect than the one on which he has chosen to meditate, 

only if those attributes occur in the Srutis he is using for the 

purpose of meditation. 

19. — This is done “ out of this ” ( i.e., out 

of respect) “ due to the word of that ( ^ruti ).” ‘ ar^T: ’ refers 

to in the preceding Sutra and seems to give 

reason for the respect. The respect is due to the fact that 
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the hruti mentions those attributes expressly. The ^ruti which 
professes to teach 5^ mentions some attributes of also; 

so, one who meditates on 5 ^^ honours those few attributes 
of srcTR also and does not drop them though they do not 
belong to 5 ^ the object of his meditation. As a result, there 
shall aways be in meditation a majority of those attributes 
which belong to the object of one’s meditation. 

Sutra 40 argues that the attributes of other aspect than 
the one on which a man meditates should not be dropped, 
but should be gathered and meditated upon along with those 
belonging to the aspect of one’s meditation. Sutra 41 states 
that only those attributes which present themselves in the 
Srutis of one’s aspect of meditation should not be dropped. 

20. In place of Sankara’s reading of Sutra 41 ( 

Madhva has This seems to us 

to be a better reading than that of Sankara, firstly because 
‘ ’ of Sankara would mean ‘ 

thus, the locative absolute construction is not correct 
because the noun in the construction is again referred to by 
cT^q’ in the sentence ;t and secondly because meaning 
( or in Sutra 41 seems to be redundant 

because its purpose is served by unless we can assign 

any other meaning to 3Tq; or So, on the whole 

Madhva’s Patha is here also more correct than Sankara’s, as 
it is in the case of Sutra III. 3. 39. 

21. Sankara takes Sutras 40-41 as making an independent 

Adhikarana. According to him Sutra 40 gives the and 

Sutra 41 gives the We have also follwed him in 

accepting this division of and ( though there is 

no clear indication about ^q^ or in the Sutras ). 

According to Sankara Sutra 40 refers to Cha. Upa, V. 
19, 1-V. 24. 5 and discusses whether one should drop 

t Cf. Panini'B ^ikga. 
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when one drops his dinner. There is no word in this Sutra 
or the following, which would justify a reference to Cha, Upa, 
V. 19-24. And, moreover, the topic falls outside the scope 
of and, therefore, it is not likely that the Sutrakara 

would at all discuss it in his work. Just as he would not 
care for considering the question of STcg q ftv THg fg ! 

( Sankara’s hhctsya on Bra. Su. III. 3. 18 ), so he would care 
very little for discussing JnWffrgft? in his inquiry for Brahman. 

— Sankara says, ‘ snonf^gi^gr should not he dropped, 
even if one drops his dinner. ’ — Sankara refers this 

to a in which respect is shown indirectly for 

snwrff»»I5V5r. Thus, would mean, “ Because the 

indirectly shows respect for snonf^fT^ST. ” So, the sense of the 
entire Sutra is that even if one drops his dinner, he should 
perform snorrfwi^tsr even by means of water or any other 
materials suitable to his intention to drop a dinner of rice etc., 
( ). This is the view on srinrrBjT^g. 

22. Sutra 41 gives the According to Sankara, 

means means «l1[ir5TS[5?ng[^ 

and we have to take as understood snQnfT«r^Hi[ 
refers to Cha. Upa. V. 19. 1 viz., 
Thus, 3T5TJ in Sutra 41 does 
not refer to any tim'd in Sutra 4o; and we have to take 
as referring to in the Sruti in question. And aT55t»|J 

and do not refer to the one and the same thing as 

shown in the interpretation offered by us ( 
gnPEg 9T55lq: ), but we have “ 

The refutation of the main argument of the viz., 

referring to a is not given by the Sutrakara 

in the but it is inserted by Sankara in his com- 

mentary on that Sutra ( 41 ). 

Sutra 42 

23. This Sutra seems to us to be connected with the 
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Adhikarana formed by the five preceding Sutras. in 

refers to what is said in the preceding Sutras. 

24. The Sutrakara seems to say that ‘ there is no rule 

for fixing it ’ i. e., there is no rule by which we can decide 
which attributes belong to and which to 555'^. It is 

impossible to decide the attributes of sr^R and 5^. The 
^rutis distinguish as if it were 5^ and vice verm ; now, 

the Sutrakara seems to say, there is no rule by which we 
can with certainty make out the attributes of sr^R and those 
of 5^. ‘ ’ means ‘ that ’ about which was taught in 

the preceding two Sutras ( 40 and 41 ). 

I 

It is certain that the Srutis teach and 5^ two 

aspects of Brahman. The Sruti itself uses two “ names ” 
( Bra. Su. III. 3. 10) and, therefore, there is no doubt regarding 
this part of the Sruti’s teaching ( Cf Bra. Sutra III. 2. 27, 
III. 3. 8 ). But, then, the Srutis characterise STVn? and 5^ 
with the attributes of and aviR respectively; so, it is not 
possible to decide exactly which are the attributes of 
and 5^- 

25. In place of Sankara’s reading “ ” we 

suggest It is very likely that Sutra 50 refers 

to a Sutra which preceds it and mentions this 

is possible, if we have instead of as the tradi- 

tional Patha reads. Mistakes of having been written in place 
of ^ or for and vice verse are not uncommon in the 
various recensions of works like the Buddhacarita of A^vaghosa. 
So, we venture to suggest that the original reading in Sutra 
42 was instead of as preserved by the tradition. 

The word ‘ vft ’ is used in this sence by the Sutrakara also, 
c. g., in Bra. Su. III. 3. ( g ). 

26. The Sutrakara has taken the standpoint that there 

is no rule to fix the attributes of arvjR and though we 

know with certainty that the Sruti teaches UV^R and as 
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two distinct aspects of Brahman. Now, he declares the result 
of this standpoint ( ). 

27. The result of this standpoint is that there is no 

objection ( ) from the side of the Sruti to taking 

and 5^ as two separate “ thoughts on Brahman. As 
the attributes; of srerR and 5^ can be interchanged, because 
there is a similar interchange of these attributes in the Srutis 
themselves, some doctrinaires may conclude that srcTR aud 5^^ 
are identical and not two separate aspects of Brahman ( See 
Bra. Su. III. 3. 45-50 ). The Sutrakara says that these two 
are not identical because the two are taught to be separate 
by the Sruti which mentions two separate names of Brahman 
( Bra. Su. III. 2. 27 ; III. 3. 8 ). And, it has been shown 
that distinguish 5r^<T like 5^5^ and dis- 

tinguish like sivtr. As a result we have to ad)uit that 
and 555^ are two separate thoughts of the same Brahman, 
though in a st^R^% there may be some attributes of 
characterising st^sTR, and vice versa. Thus, the absence of any 
rule to fix exactly the attributes of STtTR and does not 

imply that the two should be taken as identical or as only 
one and the same aspect of Brahman, but rather the 
itself shows that si>3[R and g^^ are two separate thoughts on 
Brahman. itself is possible if there are two aspects; 

in case there were only one aspect of Brahman, there would 
have been no possibility at all of any Each of the 

whole series of whatever attributes are there would have been 
equally the attribute of the same aspect of the same Brahman. 
But the proves that g^ and snart? are separate 

thoughts or aspects of Brahman. So, the result of 
fwqir: is that the Scripture has no objection against taking 
the and the to be separate aspects or thoughts 

of the same Brahman. This seems to us to be the sense of 

I 

28. Sankara takes this Sutra as an independent Adhi- 
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karana dealing with the question whether 

like the one in Cha. Upa. I. 1 . 1 are or whether 
they are erfir^. 


T* > 


means according to Sankara “ ?n^- 

( ^5i?nT wfa: 

3n%«r ffr«T»TOC- Thus, Sankara 

does not take as connected with the preceding Sutra; 

which has the simple sense of ‘ fixing ’ or ‘ deciding ’ 
is interpreted by him as ‘ ’ 

and is explained as Sf ( ct?Tlf^ 

How can we take in the 2 )lural number and modify its 

sense so as to make it mean | without 

any contextual reference in the Sutras to 

etc., etc. ? ‘ ’ is also vastly changed in its sense by 

the additions of and 


We have correlated “ ” with “ ” Sankara takes 

as a ^ for and explains it as 

^?Tf5|5l4r3n?ft?T«RI?Tf and quotes ‘ 5 ;^ 

H ^ ^ ( Cha. Upa. I. 1 , 10 ) 

It should be noted here that in fact the above question 
is discussed by the Sutrakara in Bra. Su. IV. 1 . 18. So, the 
same cannot be the topic in Bra. Su. III. 3. 42. 

As ^ahkara reads ff and as he has 

taken separate from he explains qsrlqqfq; 

as follows : — 

“ STsr^^q: ” is explained by Sankara as qfq llrq- 

3fTrftq«R?q 

and quotes q%qfqgrqT 

?r\q qqRr 1 ( Cha. Upa 1 . 1. 10 ). 

Here Sankara interprets as 

“ The fruit of fqqR is separate from the ^ ” 
( ‘ ’ in the Sutra ). And what is that <U 55 ? 
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Saiikara says, is the iR® and explains as 

? ■ By Sankara seems to mean 

because he has explained as and 

Thus, Sankara has to make several additions 
and modifications in the simple meanings of 
and tK55, because in his days the tradition about the reference 
to the preceding Sutras by in the Sutra ( III. 3. 42 ) was 
lost and also because he had here a wrong reading “ fs ” 
instead of of the Sutra is taken by Sankara as 

referring to ;nfTT in “ 5il?Tr g ^ 

I ( Cha. Upa. I. 1. 10 ). He says, rm HISTI 

^scrfjcortg^ ^ cr?:ftrr?i?Tsr?itiTffa:?n- 

Here Sankara seems to give a 
slightly different sense to the word than the one given 

by him already. According to this explanation is to be 

interpreted as fq5*^f^a[fSr?rViT?Tt; 
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Sutras III. 3*43-54 

( i 

( 'C5ff^5q: I 

( ) qq;T«»rr?^^Tft^^T iTT^^rq?^ i 

( r 

< «v9 ) g I 

( I 

( ^ fm: i 

( ) 3rgq5^if^^:qj qiri??Ri«iqrqq|g«q 

( ^O ^ ^q|jTqf%: l 

( ) q^q ^ ?rif5«q ^^^rqiqq3«pw: l 
( aiRw: I 

( ) «qt^^qj^5CTq’fn^tqiqi i 



TRANSLATION 


[ The Purusa Is to be meditated upon as the Self 
of the meditator, ] exactly as is done, in the case of the 
Pradhana. This has been already referred to. 43 

That [pradhana aspect of Brahman] is indeed more 
predominant [ than the purusa aspect ] because it is 
mentioned in a majority of texts. Even then, the option 


already stated [ in Sutras 111. 3. 28-30, stands ]. 44 

[ Purvapaksa ]-On account of the context, the meditation 
on the Purusa may be considered as an activity of projection 
on the Pradhana, of the Purusa idea, like a mentation, 45 

and on account of the atide^a [ /. e. saying that the 
Purusa is the same as the Aksara]. 46 

[ Siddhanta ]-But [ the meditation on the Purusa is ] 
nothing else but prescience ( Vidya ), because of the 
definite statement, 47 

and because the i>ruti shows it. 48 

And there is no irreconciliability because of the greater 
authenticity of ^ruti etc, [ than that of Perception and 
Inference. ]. 49 


And [ the Purusa ] is seen [ in ^ruti ] to possess the 
separateness of a different aspect [ than the pradhana 
aspect ] on the ground of anubandha ( peculiar usage of 
words ), etc. This has been already referred to. 50 

Despite the common characteristic [ of enjoyment of 
desired objects both in the world of the Purusa and in the 
worlds of the deities ], [ the meditation on the Purusa can ] 
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not [ be regarded as a Kriya an act like a mental pro- 
jection], because we find in the ^ruti [ that the Purusa is 
Vidya, not a Kriya J; [ and for the same reason ] there 
cannot arise the contingency of the Purusa being consi- 
dered a loka ‘ a world ’ [ like the worlds of the gods ], as ia 
the case of the Mrtyu [-loka], Sl 

And [ the Purusa has got ] a common terminology 
with the Supreme One; but the peculiar use of words 
[ for either aspect ] should be based upon the frequency 
[ of usage ]. 52 

Some [ hold that the meditation on the Purusa is 
taught ] because the individual soul is in the body [ and 
as such he can better comprehend the purusa aspect than 
the avyakta aspect. 53 

[ Siddhanta ]-[ The soul is ] separate [ from the body ] 
because of [ the soul ] being absent when that [ body ] 
is present [ i. e., the existence of a soul does not depend 
upon its encasement in a body; it has independent separate 
existence of its own ]. But, it is not as it is found stated 
in the Scripture ( i. e., the existence of the soul dose not 
depend upon its embodiment ). 54 



NOTES 

Sutra 43 


1. The 'traditional reading should have been 

originally because it seems to us that in this 

Sutra refers to in ( Bra. Su. III. 

3, 16 ), and because no satisfactory interpretation has been 
put forth for the word si^R by any commentator. 

2. In Sutra 42, the Sutrakara has established that the 

Scripture has no objection to taking the 5^ as a thought or 
aspect of Brahman separate from SfViR the aspect of 

Brahman. In this Sutra, he proceeds to explain to us how 
the 5^^ aspect should be meditated upon. According to him 
the 5^^ aspect should be meditated upon exactly in the way 
in which the HtirR aspect is meditated upon ( ). 

3 . In Svitra III. 3. 16, ( | ) 

the Siitrakara has stated that “ the Bradhana aspect of Brahman 
is to be meditated upon as being taken to be the self of the 
meditator just as the other aspect ( i. e., the 5^^ aspect ), on 
account of the subsequent sentence. ” Thus, by putting 
(“just as the other” or the 5^ aspect), the Sutrakara has 
already said that the is also to be meditated upon as the 
self of the meditator. in this Sutra ( 43 ) seems to us 

to be a reference to in that Sutra ( 16 ). 

4. According to Sankara the Sutra discusses whether 

and snor in By. Upa. I. 5. 21 and in Cha. Upa. IV. 3. 1 are 

to be approached ( i. e., meditated upon ) as separate or identical. 

It must be said that not one of the words of the Sutra 
gives any indication for referring to Br. Upa. I. 5. 21 or ChU. 
Upa, IV. 3. 1. 
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SaAkara takes the whole conclusion or the rejoinder to 
the douht of the as implied, viz., 15*1*1551- 

I I 5«igq%5n?^ I The Sutra contains no word to 

justify this conclusion. 

‘ ’ which is Sankara’s reading is explained hy him 

to mean q«(i I Sankara 

then refers irqur to a ritual in but there also 

the word Jrqiq itself is not mentioned in any Sruti. 

‘<T5TRq[;^’ is taken by Sankara as referring to 
of Jai. Su. viz., to the SOtra “ qi I. 

Thus, according to Sankara, 515^5*^^ does not refer to qqrq or 
any thing about qqR; but it refers to which Sankara 

takes as understood in the Sutra, 

Sutra 44 

1. in this Sutra refers to snatH in the preceding 

Sutra (43). Therefore, means the 3R;qq51^ Brahman. 

2. ?rfe qcftq:— The 3R;qq5|^ aspect is “ more powerful ” or 

more authentic than the aspect, or qqR is more authentic 

than the 

3. This gives the why the aspect 

is “ more powerful It is more authentic because it has a 
majority of the Sruti texts in its favour. The Srutis dealing 
with the atqjqqi^ Brahman are far more in number than those 
dealing with the qiqq?!. To any reader of the Upanisads 
used by the Sutrakara this is self-evident and need not be 
borne out by counting the number of Srutis dealing with the 
qqfiq and the jqq aspects. 

4. qqfq 5^iqq>5q: — We suggest the transference of 

fqq;«!q: ” from Sutra 45 to Sutra 44. In our opinion the last word 
5iqfq in Sutra 44 keeps it inconclusive, and this incompletion 
is removed if we can transfer ^qfqqjqq: from the following 
Shtra to this Sutra ( 44 ). The transference of to 
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Sotra 44 does not create a break in the sense of Sutra 45 , 
but rather facilitates the interpretation of that Sutra, thus 
showing that the word ( ) originally belonged to the 
preceding Sutra ( 44 ). This will be evident from the following 
interpretation of these Sutras. 

5. ‘ ’ seems to us to refer to the option given 

in “ ” in Sutra 28. There an option is 

given by the Sutrakara to a seeker to choose for meditation 
any one of the two aspects of Brahman according to his desire. 

6 . — In Sutra 44 the Sutrakara says that 

the is more authentic than the 5 ^ because the is 

dealt with in a majority of Vedantas. This would raise a question 
whether the who is less authentic can be at all an object 
of in the same sense and with the same result as the 

of the If not, the option given in Sutra 28 falls to 

the ground, and should be now withdrawn by the SOtrakara, 
That which is less powerful should give a result of less 
value than that which is more powerful. 

In reply to such a doubt the Sutrakara says “ 

“ Even then, the option already stated in Sutra 
28 holds good. ” In Sutra 45 and those which follow it the 
Sutrakara gives the reasons why he sticks to the he 

has already given. 

I 

One of the main reasons is that though fewer Srutis deal 
with the than those dealing with the sr^itT) the fact that the 
Sruri teaches the is itself sufficient for the Sutrakara to stick 
to the The greater authenticity or of 

lies in its being mentioned in more Srutis than those men- 
tioning the 5 ^. This would not mar the authenticity of the 
meditation on the because as being part of the Scripture all 
Srutis are equally important, and so the are as 

important as the srcn«r^%s. 

7. According to Sankara the Sutra deals with a question 
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arising out of the mentioned in the stRijtsW 

sn^rn of the belonging to the Yajurveda, viz., 

whether these and other fires are subsidiary to the 

rite or are independent thereof being of the nature of pure Bt’sn. 

It is apparent that not a single word in the Sutra 
suggests a reference to the long quotation from 
ai5TW given by Sankara. Moreover, the word in the 

quotation ( ) seems to us to be a clear 

evidence that these fires are not but they are 

There is no valid reason for any doubt arising 
out of that text. Moreover, the topic has nothing to do with 
the inquiry of the Sutrukara. 

Sankara takes ‘ ’ as “ 

Thus, he takes ‘ ’ 

as giving one sentence and as another sentence. 

But we have shown above that is the ^5 why 

is “ more powerful ” ( ?if% )■ Having separated 

from Saiikara has to take 

as understood. 

Sankara interprets as the fact that there are 

many indicatory words in the 5T^<iI showing that the 

fires in question are and not This kind of 

would rather prove that there is no reason for a 
doubt regarding the nature of the fires. In our opinion 
means that a majority of texts describes the srvTR while fewer texts 
deal with the Sankara does not quote «ny sentence from 

3 Tf>sr?: 5 ^«r, stating that the fires are fktriciT^j his reason for 
their being doubted to bo is that they are in a context 

dealing with rites ( %tn3sr%$t SJr ). feffWRR requires 
that there are at least a few sentences describing the fires as 
but such is not the case at all. 

We have already noticed above that Sankara separates 
“ from “ So, he interprets “ 
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” independently, by saying “ cffe: %if 
Thus, Sankara does not take ‘ ’ as referring to srcrnr in the 

preceding Sutra, but he explains it as referring to firff in 

and ^sfl^rs does not mean “more powerful than [that which 
is other than sr^H viz.^ ] the ’’ but according to Saiikara, 

it is 5 so, Sankara interprets as 

meaning, “ That is more powerful than si%?:aT This word 
is suggested to Sankara by the word fisff which itself 
seems to us to have been misunderstood by Sankara. 

‘ ’ in the Sutra is interpreted by Sankara as “ rr^fq 

He seems to take as understood 

from the preceding Sutra, But to us it appears that 

does not mean “ even that ”, but it means “ even then ”, as 

it does in Bra. Su. HI. 3. 8. Moreover, how can we take 
as understood in Sutra 44 ? In the preceding Sutra we 
have which refers to the Brahmasutra itself, as we have 

shown; so, even in that Sutra does not help us to take 

understood in this Siitra. 

Sutra 43 

8. We have transferred from this Sutra to the 

preceding Sutra. So, according to our opinion Sutra 45 reads 
as follows 

9. As g in Sutra 47 shows, Sutras 45 and 46 give 
two objections to the statement in Sutra 44. Sankara also 
understands these two Sutras ( 45, 46 ) similarly. Thus, in our 
view Sutras 45-46 contain objections against the 

upheld in Sutra 44. 

10. In Sutra 44 the Sutrakara says that is men- 

tioned in more texts than gqq and is, therefore, “ more 
powerful. ” This may be interpreted by an opponent to mean 
that qqq is no independent aspect of Brahman. Expecting 
this objection, the Sutrakara further says that “ Even then, 

ts 
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the option he has already stated in Bra. Su. III. 3. 28 stands 
as it is. To this the objector says that on account of the 
context ( ) the meditation on ars^rR as 5^ would be 

an act like a mental projection. 

11. — To us it appears that in this Sutra, 

in Sutra 46, in Sutra 47 and in 

Sutra 48 all of them refer to various sentences of the 
Mundaka Upanisad. 

refers to the fact that Mu. Upa. I. 1 starts to 
teach So, Mu. Upa. as a whole should be taken as a 

dissertation on The context shows that the mention of 

in the Upanisad ( e. (/., Mu. Upa. 11. 1. 2, III. 1. 2, III. 
3. 1 ) is not the chief teaching of the Upanisad, it being a 
dissertation on ar^?:. The mention of in Mu. Upa. II. 
1. 1 and in Mu. Upa. II. 2. 2 would be a proof to show that 
mentioned in a passage ( Mu. Upa. II. 1. 2 ) intervening 
these two passages is meant to be a an act like the 

mental acts in sacrifices. In other words, is to be thought 
of mentally as this being one of the ways of meditating 

on ar^^c. This would mean that 5^^ is not an independent 
aspect of Brahman, but it is an aspect of or the 

Brahman. Tlie Brahman should be taken as the only 

aspect of Brahman because a majority of texts mention it. 

Thus, the says that the meditation on is an 

act ( but not ) like a mental, act, on account of 

the context. 

Sutra 46 

12. — This is another 53 for the viz.^ 

“ The first was is 

the second The wishes to prove that the meditation 

on 5^ is a not ; and this is proved by ar^^. 

To us it appears that this Sutra ( 46 ) refers to “ 

cri ( Mu. Upa. L 2. 13 ). 
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This is an of the mentioned in Mu. Upa. I. 1. 

6-6. By the is said to be itself, in “ 

he knew to bo 3^. ” So, 3^5^ is not diiferent 

from 3T^. Therefore, the meditation on 3^^ is only a fsR^n, 
a mental act performed on ar^. Therefore, the of 

the Sutrakara does not stand because it is against the context 
( JI^OT ) and against the 

13. feankara reads as a part of Sutra 45 and 

takes “ " as one sentence and explains it 

as “ 3^^ f^W^I^RTs 

”. Thus, he explains si^^OTRl^ as 
and as He explains 3^ as 

f^tinTtr 3lf^. How can we explain as 

? In fact, there is no in the text quoted by 

Sankara. In that 3Tf?ncf??Tsn?IOT, there is no mention of 
arfwi preceding this «rf»iT ; Sankara does not quote any 

such passage. Can there be a precedence of Stfil over 

3Tf?T as suggested by Sankara’s interpretation of 3^ as 
? Moreover, we do not see any way by which 
the or of a thing be interpreted to mean 

that the thing about which a is given is not an 

independent thing. Rather the proves that the things about 

which an option is mentioned are independent of each other. 

Sankara takes with 3 ^?r^;, not with 

As already stated, Sankara makes a vast difference in the sense 
of by adding to it ‘ Moreover, 

this interpretation of is in confliot with Sankara's 

explanation of ) ; and in order to 

solve the inconsistency, Sankara himself gives some arguments. 
None of these, however, are given by the Sutrakara in the 
Sutra ( 45 ). This shows that Sankara’s explanations of 
and are neither of them in accordance with the 

Sutrakara’s own view. 

Sankara takes with and again with 
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So, he explains as “ 

f^singsrafeJT: ’EJ?. Thus, he explains as 

is explained as the mental acts of JT 5 ®r, 

5^5T, 3?r5’?>r, ^q5I5T and «T^nr. 

14 Sankara explains sti^r^ by quoting a text in which 
“ each of 36000 fires is said to be as big as the actual 
ritual fire 

It should be stated that the mentioned here is as 

regards the size of each fire and the ritual fire ; and, 

therefore, it seems to us that the would not quote this 

sentence to prove that the fires are also the ritual 

fires. is there between the two, as Sankara says ; but 

it is the of size, and not of fe?TT. It is rather likely 

that the quotes such a text as mentioned two things or 

principles in which there is a real of essence and which 

are by an really identified wholly with each other. 

We believe, it is so because the Sutrakara does not deny the 
stated by the opponent. It is Sankara who seeks to 
find out in the Sutras a refutation of the ; so he says 

that in ( Sutra 50 ) is meant to refute the 

3Tf?r??r argument of the But it seems to us that the 

Sutrakara does not leave it to his commentators to give the 
refutation of the valid arguments of his opponents. The same 
should be said regarding Saiikara’s attempt to find a refutation 
of ^^fqq; 5 qs in Sutra 45, ( which he thinks to be a 

argument ) also included in sriff of Sutra 50. 

Sutra 47 

15. in the Sutra ( 47 ) shows that the Sutrakara 
rejects the ^q^ given in Sutras 45-46. 

16. — The ^q^ argued that on account of 

( Sutra 45 ) and ( Sutra 46 ), the meditation on 3 ^ 

was an act like the mental acts in sacrifices ; thus, the ^iq^ 
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denied that the meditation on 5 ^ was or at all. 

As- already explained above, according to the the meditation 

on was an act of meditation on as on account 
of or ST«n?T being “ more powerful ” than 5 ^. To this 
the Sutrakara replies in Sutras 47 and 48. To ‘ fRv*Tl ’ 

he replies “ The meditation on 3 ^ is not a mental act 

performed on Jrvn*T, but it is itself ( f^?iT ). It is 

itself. 

17. — This is one reason why the meditation 

on 3 ^ as identical with one’s Self is really The 

Sutrakara refers to a Sruti in which the meditation on 3 ^ 
is definitely said to be To us it seems that the Sutrakara 

without rejecting the ST^^COi and 34 * 7 %^ 

points out to the latter that the very Sruti which mentions the 

also determines that the meditation on 3 ^ is a gr R y S Tf. 
In Mu. Upa. 1. 2 . 13 we read 3 ^ alata- at 

Here the knowledge of the 3 ^ or as 

3 ^^ is said to be agffaUT. 

The meditation on or the aspect as 

aior, is a fajar. By performing that 

one knows aglfa^T. But the meditation on awaa?!, or 3T^»: 
as 5 ^ as the 34a%3 thinks the teaching of Mu. Upa. I. 2 . 
13 to be, is not here said to (only) a f^at, but it is definitely 
said to be fa?IT. The 9Tfa^5ia(^a' itself says that the knowledge 
of or agra; as a^ is agffa?IT. “ That is aglfagr, by which 
one knows to be 3 aa, or 3?^?: as aaa ”. here means 

agr 3 and therefore the knowledge of as a^a is 
It is the real agrfa^I ( rTxarft agifa^i ). 

18. Sankara interprets this Sutra ( 47 ) to mean that the 

irafe^l^ats^aai are he wanted a plural number and 

as ia the Sutra is singular, he changes it to fa'SHraasr**. 

By be refers to ” «W ” and 

“ f%?iaT |I?T <74Rl^fe[5rr ” Both of these passages 

occur in the 3Tf?JT?:sfa sngnn. 
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SQtra 48 

19. This Sutra gives one more reason why the meditation 

on the 5^ aspect of Brahman is or always 

implies a reference to a Sruti and here it refers most probably 
to a Sruti in which the meditation on or is said to 

be such as Mu. Upa. III. 2. 10 in which the teaching of 
2^ mentioned in Mu, Upa. III. 2. 8 is said to be 

is an argument to prove that the knowledge or 
realization of 3^ is 

20. According to S^ahkara, proves that the 

are ^^9^, not a part of ; and by no 

new argument is intended by the Sutrakara, but he simply 
refers once again to what ho himself has said under Sutra 
III. 3. 44 in this very connection. To us it seeuxs that just as 
the tT in Sutra 46 sums up the two arguments of 
and ), similarly the g- in Sutra 48 sums up the two 

arguments of the Siddhantin ( and to prove 

that the knowledge of 3^^ is also The fact that 

Sankara refers by to the Sutrakara’s own words in Bra. 

So. III. 3. 44 shows the weakness of his interpretation, 
in the Sutras always refers to a feruti statement. 

Sutra 49 

21. In Sutras 47-48 the Sutrakara has established that 
the meditation on 3^ is also ST^Br^T. He seems to give 
some more reasons leading to the same conclusion in Sutra 49 
and those that follow it. 

It is claimed by the Sutrakara that both and 3^q[ 

are Now, srvit?i h and 3^^ is How 

can such mutually contradictory forms belong to one and the 
same principle viz., Brahman ? And, since srvrR or 3R;q^^ is 
proved to be “ more powerful ” ( Sotra 43 ), the ^qof^ aspect 
though taught by the Sruti to be as proved by the 

Sutrakara in Sutras 47-48, should be regarded as contradicted 
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by the aspect. The is ia disagreement with 

the which is “ more powerful ”. Therefore, the 

should be kept up and the being contradictory with the 

should be rejected ( ). 

22. To. this the Sutrakara replies that though fewer 

Srutis and Snurtis describe 5^, 3^ is valid and is not con- 
tradicted by a’stiiT, because the few texts which describe 35q are 
the texts of and which are more cogent proofs 

than STrq^ and It is according to sirq^ and 

that the si^qq?^ and the ^qq^ aspects seem to be mutually 
contradictory and therefore the ^qqr^^ would be inconsistent 
with Brahman. But and are far more authentic as 

revelatory than sr^q^ and of the world. So, there is no 

contradiction in taking 3^^ or q;qqrt, aspect to be an aspect 
of Brahman which is itself ST^qq?!. 

23. By 3Ti% we take ^^5% because is mentioned 

expressly. If we take and to be the grounds 

of the Sutrakara on which he asserts that there is no con- 
tradiction in holding ?s:qq?l^ 355^ to be an aspect of Brahman, 
just as qqfq the si^qqrj^ one, we find that the Sutrakara 
justifies his position here exactly in the way in which he does 
so often in the Sutras. Thus, he also elsewhere in the Bra. 
Su. meets an opponent’s argument based upon Perception and 
Inference by having recourse to the word of Sruti ( 
f^?Rq?[rs?^qV qt— II. 1. 26 is refuted by 

II. 1. 27 ). 

24; Sankara takes to refer to in ^%fls:|fqiqqq^7:ar- 

) and 

by he refers to only and qjqq and not to all 

the six topics mentioned in the Sutra of Jaimini. He could not 
refer to qfJTTq etc., because he had stated under Sutras 44-45, 
that fis# Otherwise, if were to refer to 

Jai. Su. III. 3. 13, it should refer to all the six topics of proof 
mentioned in that Sutra. In this latter case sarqnfe would be 
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“ more powerful ” than and er^TTR as we hare albovd 

proposed to interpret these words. 

Sankara interprets as “ 

ar^?:«iirc^^ ” and adds that in the under discussion 

prove that 3T5r?T; are ?^?r?5r, not 

connected with 

Then, ho explains and cji^pj from the ^ruti 

passage. These texts pressed into service are the same as 
have been quoted as the arguments under Sutra 47. 

And the argument that f^|f is “ stronger ” than sr^K^OT was 
Sankara’s interpretation of in Sutra 44. So, we are 

justified in saying that at least partly Sankara repeats the 
same interpretation in the case of Sutras 44, 47 and 49 ( and 
also Sutra 48, see above Note 20 ). The Sutra style does not 
justify the attribution of the reiteration of the same arguments 
in different expressions to the Sutrakara. 

W means according to Sankara, 

Sutra 50 

25. implies Therefore, the Sutra refers to 5^. 

“ “ 5^^ has been found to possess 

( to be interpreted as a possessive termination ) the sepa- 
rateness or differentiation ( from ) of being another thought 
( on Brahman ) than the st«ir which is the predominant 
thought on Brahman ”. or is the salient feature of 

Brahman ( Bra. Sfi. III. 2. 14 ). As is He is 

another (subsidiary) thought on Brahman. 5^ differs from srcn? 
because both of them are different sr^rfs or thoughts on Brahman. 

is not a thought on but both of them are 

different thoughts on Brahman itself. Therefore, both of them 
are fq?Jis. 

26. The Sutrakara says that the is seen ( in the 

preceding portion of the Brahmasutras ) to be on 
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account of and other grounds ( ). The 

well-known of are snitlR, 

and But this idea of is later than the 

Sutrakara. The Sutrakara seems to mean by the 

application of names or words -as names to either of the two 
aspects of Brahman ( See Bra. Su. III. 3. 52 ). 

“ 5^5 ” in' the Sutra probably refers to what has been 
noticed in the following statements in Bra, Su. III. 3 : — 

( a ) The difference of ^^s of Brahman was emphasised 
in Sutra 8, where it was accepted by the Sutrakara that there 
were different ^^s of Brahman, but that the difference did 
not bar the proposed by the Sutrakara in Sutra 5. 

The difference between the two names of Brahman was like 
that between the two names of a serpent viz., arf? and 
( Bra. Su. Ill, 2. 27 ). This shows that 5^^ is a different 
thought on Brahman, just as sr?n»T. 

( 6 ) In Sutra 10, the Sutrakara admitted that everything 
was identical, but the two names ( ) were different. 

So, they were two aspects or thoughts of the same Brahman, 
which could not be identified in any case. 

( c ) In Sutra 16 and in Sutra 43, it is stated that the 
meditation on sr^R and is to be performed by conceiving 
both of them as the Self of the meditator. Thus, the method 
of meditation on both is the same. This shows that is 

a different aspect of Brahman like 

( d ) In Sutra 18 the Sutrakara states that the result of 
the meditation on ST^R is mentioned in the Sruti laying 
down the process of meditation ( By. Upa. I. 4. 10 ) and, 
therefore, it is the resulting from the act of meditation. 

In Sutra 19 he says that the same is to be taken as under- 
stood in a similar text i. e., in the Vedantas of 5^, because 
both srq'R and 5^^ being the aspects of the same Brahman 


36 
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were not different. This shows that the result of the 
was the same as that of the 

(e ) In Sutras 28-30, the Sutrakara says that a seeker 
may meditate on any of the two aspects of Brahman, 
and because both are not opposed to each otheP and that 

er would be achieved by following either of the two 
( Sutra 29 ). This also shows that the Purusa is a different 
though not contradictory aspect of Brahman, the other aspect 
being the or aspect. 

(y) Sutras 34, 36,36 state that the meditation on 
and 555 ^ is to be carried out in the human heart. This also 
places on an equal status as 

{ g ) In Sutras 37-43, the Sutrakara said that there was 
an interchange of the attributes or the thoughts of and 

because the Srutis themselves characterised like 5 ^ 

and vice versa ; thus, an option of attributes was also given 
( {Sutras 38-39 ). Such an option would only mean that 
is 27^(7^^ '* another aspect ” and so far different from the 
aisqg* aspect of Brahman, 

Thus, on the grounds of ( ) the application of words 

( a and h ), the method of meditation ( c ), the result of 
meditation (d), the attainment of liberation (e) and the inter- 
change of attributes ocouring in the Sruti ( g ), the Sutrakara 
has shown that is different from trmq just as one aspect 
of a principle is different from another aspect of the same. 
The two are dilforent thoughts on the same principle viz., 
Brahman ( ). 

27 . — This refers to a statement in which is 

said to be a different thought on Brahman fromq^iq 

“ one having the difference of another thought ” ). 
It seems to us, as wo have already suggested, that the reference 
is to which must have been the original reading 

in place of in Sutra 42. In that Sutra we have 
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been told that it is not possible to state definitely what the 
attiributes of each of sraH and 5 ^ are; and that the result 
of this standpoint is that there is no objection from the Sruti 
to taking as a diflferent thought ( ^ in place of ) 
from This amounts to the acceptance of as an 

aspect of Brahman separate from ST«n«T- Therefore, in 

Sutra 50 is a “reference to what is stated in Sutra 42. 

The identity of the statement in Sutras 42 and 50, if 
correct, also justifies our suggestion to change in 

Sutra 42 to 

28. According to Sankara this Sutra gives one more 
argument for the independence of by rejecting 

the ST^nr. “ " means according to Sankara the fact 

that the Sruti connects ( ) various parts of activity 

( with the functions of the mind etc., and this 

connection ( ) results in therefore, the 

are not physical but only mental. 

By STlf^ in Sankara refers to what the Sutrakara 

would have said against the arguments of ST^OT and 

( Sutras III. 3. 45-46 ). To us it appears that without 
saying that these two arguments of the are wrong, the 

Sutrakara gives independent arguments to prove that his case 
is correct. ( See Sutras 47, 48 which serve in a way as 
refutations of Sutras 45-46. See Note 14 supra ). 

Sankara takes s^n as or fq^R, and as the 

and other fq?ns, which are siiris or other than 

STirq’:. “ ” means independent of qiR^s and 

of other i^is. He takes in the sense of q«iT. Thus 
means, according to Sankara, “ just as 
and other f^is are different from and other f^^ns ” 

[ so STwr: are different from faRur i. e., they are 

fq^RS ]. So, according to Sankara would 

mean “ like the independence of and other Braffs. ” 
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Sankara could not construe satisfactorily with his 

explanation of and so, he seems to take 

as “ 

Having taken in the sense of ?i«ll ( and not as a 

possessive termination as we have done ) Sankara separates 

and He could not connect ( sing., 

form ) with ( plu. form ), so, he takes “ 

” as the of in the Sutra. In our opinion 

by its singular number and masculine gender refers to 
who is another thought on Brahman in the Sutras. And we 
have to connect ST^i5gR^«lTF^^?I. with Lastly, is, 

according to Sankara, a reference to Jai. Su. XL 4. 7. 

Sutra 51 

29. This Sutra like Sutras 47-50 appears to us to be an 
argument to prove that is fIrgiT, not a i^gi. 

The ( in Sutras 45-46 ) tries to establish that the 

meditation on is a an act like a mental act and 

gives two fgs for this viz., ( 1 ) STqrroiI^ and ( 2 ) 

The Sutrakara seems to think that the ’jqq^ might also give 
one more viz., ( 1 ) to prove its conclusion, and, 

therefore, he says ‘‘ ^ ”• 

From the word “^^iqf%” in this Sutra, we can get an idea 
of the ^iTTirq meant by the Sutrakara. The ^rutis say that one 
who knows Brahman .enjoys all objects of desires in company 
of Brahman. fqq^cTf i ( Tai. Upa. 

II. 1 ). ^ ^ <TT« 

( Mu. Upa. III. 10 ). ^ ?T5r qqf^ ^OTfTTir: 

giHqf etc. etc. ( Cha. Upa. VIII. 12. 3 ). The 

Sutrakara himself mentions this or in Bra. Su. 

IV. 4. 21 ( ). A similar enjoyment of 

desired objects in the worlds of gg^qqf^^s, ^qnwqqs, fq?js, 
sTtirtJIST^^s, ^^^s, %^s, 15 ^%, snnqfir or other worlds is 

also taught in the Scriptures ( e. g. Tai. Upa. II. 8. See also 
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Cha. TJpa. VII. 4-12 ) as a result of action, physical or 
mental, as in Cha. Upa. VII. 4-12. The opponent may 
argue that on account of this HmiwT ‘ common characteristic 
of enjoyment of desired objects the meditation on is a 

like a mental projection, on the Brahman ( 

kSutra 45 ). 

30. — The has already given two arguments 

and The Sutrakara now says that the 

may give a third argument also viz., that of 

31. — The Sutrakara says that even on the ground of 
the common characteristic the meditation on cannot be a 

a mental act. 

32. — The Sutrakara gives the reason why the 

meditation on is rafJt ( g Sutra 47 ). Because 
tve find in the Svuti tiiat is ”. He has already 

shown that in the Sruti the knowledge of is definitely 
said to be Bigi ( Sutras 47-48 ). Just as he does not deny 
the other two fgs { sr?F?:un^, of the so also 

he does not deny the tliird viz,^ the ^PTfrU’. The 

or the coiuuiou characteristic is a tact; yet is fq?jf *. e. 

because we find that the Sruti says so. in the 

Sutra seems to mean “ what we find in the Sruti ” ( Gf, 
in Bra. Su. II. 1. 36, also in Bra. Su. III. 3. 54 ). 

33. fk — The Sutrakara has above denied 

that the meditation on g^q was a fqjqi ; now he denies that q^^q 
is a like the various or worlds of gods, fq^s, qsviqs. 
The g^q^’s argument and the reply of the Siddhantin are 
the same in ^^iqfkr^q^qR'n as in BRqNf^r^qfsrqt?:or and 
therefore we get a Sutra like Sutra 51, 

It may be argued by the gqq^ that q^ or the attainment 
of 5^ is like that of a world because in both the cases, 
there is a common characteristic viz., enjoyment of desired 
objects. Thus, the q^ is liable to the fault of being a world 
( 55^q;iq% ) on account of the 
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The Sutrakara’s reply is that the 5^ is not a loAa 
because the knowledge of 5^ is found in the Sruti to be the 
knowledge of Brahman ( - Sutra 47, Mu. Upa. I, 2. 13 ) j 

so 5^ is Brahman, not a world. The Sutrakara does not 
deny the but he denies that 5^ is a 

34. — The interpretation of this word is somewhat 

difficult. But this much is certain that the Sutrakara here 
asserts that Brahman or rather Purusa is not a loia, just as 
it is not Death though there is between Purusa and a 

cJtqR: and also between jqq and The fact that Purusa is 

not inspite of a common characteristic between the two 

is given as an illustration to prove that jqq is not a 
though there is between the two. If this be the way 

in which the example of Death ( ) should be explained, 
then it is likely that the Sutrakara here refers to Katha Upa. 
I. 2. viz. q^q q- qlq qqrT STlfq: 1 qr^q^qt^qqq 

qq qq qs II In Br. Su. I. 2. 9 ( qqt ) it is proved 

that this great Eater is the Supreme Being. Brahman is an 
Eater like Death, both of them devour the world, is the 
common characteristic of the two ; but even on account of this 
Brahman does not become Mftyu (Death). Similarly, 
though those who attain qqq enjoy objects of desire just as 
those who attain certain worlds, jqq does not in the least 
become a 55tq> on the ground of a common characteristic 
with a 

35. Sankara has refuted the two arguments of 

qq;?:oiiq( and ( Sutras 45-46 ) by interpreting qri^ in 

( Sutra 50 ) in his own way. It is very strange that 
the Sutrakara would not refute the arguments of the 
stated in Sutras 45-46 immediately after they have been given 
e. g., in Sutras 47-49; and even in Sutra 50 there is no 
distinct refutation of the arguments of the opponent. The 
illustration of qiqqqf^^ ( the fact that q^nr, 

«qq, qqgiq and of are mental acts and are 
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yet ) which occurs in Sutra 45 is according to Sankara 

refuted in Sutra 51. 

“ ” is thus, according to Sankara, 

“ the fact that Jr»Tf5j^T^?T: and the action of ^or, 

etc., of are both mental ”, is common to both ; so, 

“ sf ” means “ Even on account of the common 

characteristic of being mental ( and not physical ), 
smnr: cannot be 

“ means, according to Saiikara, “ 

Sankara thus refers by to 

the arguments given in Sutra 44, 47-50. The important 
argument of the Siddhantin against the argument of 

is according to Sankara that there is also, and 

this is not given in Sutra 51 but it is given in his bhasya 
by Sankara. 

I 

— Saiikara takes this as a reference to Bf. Upa. 
III. 2. 10 where is said to be and to another passage 
where is said to be ; and he says that though the 

word is commonly applied to arfiJT and the two 

are not the same. It should be said that this illustration does 
not form an exact illustration for explaining even Sankara’s 
(the point to be illustrated). According to Sankara, the 
argued that 3T»qq: are and are yet %qRrq, 

just as q^oT, ^TfgTOT etc., of on the tenth 

day of the Sacrifice which are are yet faRqiqR. 

aqqfeqRq: and %?ns are itr^T and are yet 

They are not called “ RR^ ”. Only the TRfsrq: 
31Rq: are called but the 'jqq^ has not argued its case 

( in Sutra 45 ) on the ground of their being called gR ^ . The 
is a common characteristic, not a common designation, 
even as explained by Sankara in the beginning of Sutra 51. 
Thus it seems to us that the illustration of is not 

correctly explained even so far as Sankara’s own explaination 
of Sutras 45 and 51 are concerned. 
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Moreover, from the expression “ ” 

it would appear that only one illustration is meant here by 
the Sutrakara. But Sankara separates and 

and makes out two illustrations. For this reason also Sankara’s 
interpretation of is not correct. To us it seems that 

should be interpreted either as 
JT ^5rN%: <f«n ^ i or ?T«n 

^Tnn«n^ ^rqV: q 55t«Kiq%: ?r5!n i 

The former seems to be meant in the Sutra ( 51 ). 

Sankara, as said above, does not construe ‘ 
f? ’ as one expression, but he takes as a 

different illustration from which is also an illustration, 

both illustrations having been meant to contradict the ^^tRy’s 
illustration of So, Sankara takes 

as referring to Cha. Upa. V. 4, 1 and interprets as 

q«« =Er q sVqi^q srf^qrqf^: To us seems to 

be the ^q of some principle or topic in question which would 
be liable to be interpreted as a ‘ a world And in the 

Sutra it seems to us that was liable to be interpreted as 
a 55tq> on account of ^rtq^Rlsq, but the Sutrakara denies this 
^«RiqRl and thereby proves that 5 ^ is sRTfq^IT, not a 
like a mental act. 

Sutra 52 

36. — Two types of similarity, is the 

reading in the Nirnayasagar Edition of Sankara’s Brahmasutra- 
bhasya ( 1915 ), and if we read the bhasya we find that 
Sankara mentions two tlT^’jqs ( one which precedes and the 
other which follows ). For this reason we propose to adopt 
the reading ?!rf|[vq. Other editions of Sankara’s hhasya and 
other bhasyas mention the reading 

37 . q^or ^ ( q^q^q ) — The Purusa has two 

types of words common with the qviR or q?: the chief aspect 
of Brahman. Thus, Brahman, Purusa, Atman, Aksara, Avyakta, 
etc., are all of them terms the Purusa has in common with 
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the Fradhana. These words are of two types, those applicable 
to the aspect, viz., Aksara, Avyakta, Brahman, etc,, and 

those applicable to the aspect, viz., Atman, Purusa, etc. 

This seems to us to be the sense of ^ 

If the reading is followed, the sentence would have 

the following sense : “ has a common terminology with 
or the principal aspect.” 

38. — The same terms are applied to both 

and 5 ^, but the particular association ( ) of a 

term with either or jqq depends upon the frequency 

) of the use of that term for either in the Upanisads. 

39. By the above argument the Sutrakara seems to 
support his view that the meditation on the ^q is a 

not a filRqr and therefore the option of choice given in Sutra 28 
stands as before ( Sutra 44-45 q^fq <|qfq^5q5 ). 

40. Sankara interprets this Sutra as an argument for 
proving that qqf^qt^q; 3 iTqq; are not connected with f^qi 
but are 

“ q^or ” means, according to Sankara what folLotvs the 
text in which 3T?iq: are mentioned ; and he also 

quotes the text which precedes the text of ^qq: 

( q^r^RTi?!^). ‘ ’ is thus interpreted as q?:^cng^ referring to 

a subsequent text. To us it seems that “ q^ ” means q^ 
». The Sutrakara often uses the word qi: in 

this sense, e. g.. Bra. Su. III. 2. 5, 11, 31; IV. 3.10,12; etc., etc, 

means and ?[j®,fqq is not connected 

by Sankara with but with ‘ ’ taken as 

understood. Thus, q(f|[vq meaning is indicated 

by the subsequent sentence to be the aim of the word or the text ; 
and, therefore, says Sankara, qq^^qq:s|vqq: are fq?n and not 
He gives a quotation for q^CSfqTr^ ‘ a subsequent 
text ’. In our opinion ‘ cTTfsnaqJ^,’ should be taken as a 

a? 
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single expression having the sense of “ the sameness of 
terminology or words ” i. e., a common terminology. 

So, according to Sankara, the Sutrakara argues that 
sentences which precede and also those which follow the text 
of associate these fires with or 

and therefore these fires which are mentioned between these 
texts should be also associated with and not with 

I 

means, according to Sankara, “ Because a major%ty 
of the parts of the fire are of the nature of ‘ to 

be effected by meditation ’ and is interpreted as “ 3Tf»fTSTT 

“Because a majority of the 
parts of these 3 T 3 T^: are in the the 

f^?ir is associated with srfvJr, but not because these fires are 
Is a coimuentator reliable in his work when he adds 
so many words to a Sutra in order to draw out from it a sense 
consistent with what he thinks to be the purpose of the Sutra 'i 

Sutra 53 

41. Sutras 53-54 are very important. Sankara says that 
these have been used by Sabarasvamin and Upavarsa ( nr^ 

gfSrcin i 3T?f q:5i ^ 

I 

42. According to Sankara, in the preceding Adhikarana 

the and other fires have been described as meant for 

man ( 3 ^ 1 ^ ), so, now the Sutrakara tells us who that man 
is. And, the discussion about the existence of the soul as 
distinguished from the body taken up during the consideration 
of the meditations of the nature of injunction aims at showing 
that the entire Scripture is “ subsidiary ” to that soul. Again, 
the existence of the soul distinct from the body is supported 
by arguments in order to prove his ‘ fitness ’ ( ) for 

bondage and liberation. Lastly, in the begining of the first 
Pada of the first Adhyaya the Commentator ( i. c., Sankara ) 
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has stated that the soul is distinct from the body ( See the 
), but there was no Sutra given by the Sutrakara 
there, so, here he gives an express Sutra. 

Such are the arguments given by Sankara to explain the 
relevancy of these two Sutras in the context in which they 
occur ( III. 3. 53-54 ). 

To us it does not appear that Sutra 53 gives such a view 
as the Lokayatikas or Materialists are said to have held. 
Rather, it seems to us that the itself does admit that 

the soul is spiritual and can exist and did exist once as dis- 
tinct from the body. This sense is evident from the very 
wording of the Sutra ( 3TtrfT»T: 51^ i )• So, we do not 

think that Sutra 54 refutes any materialistic view of Atman. 
Moreover, the topic of the individual soul is dealt with in Bra. 
Su. II. 3. 17-53, and the eternal nature ( ) of the soul 

is stated in the very first Sutra of that group, since without 
establishing the of the soul at the very start no discus- 

sion of the soul can serve any useful purpose. Again, the 
soul is said to be in the heart ( II. 3. 24 ). Moreover, it has 
been already stated twice that the soul has come into 
contact with the body ( 

Su. II. 3. 48 and ^tfq-IH. 2. 6 ). So, it does not 

seem to us to be necessary that the Sutrakara would be 
required to refute the materialistic view of the soul here in 
the present context. 

43. To us it seems that these two Sutras form part of 

the preceding Adhikarana and that they discuss a view about 
the “ “ the option of meditating on 5^^ or the 

^*l^aspect of Brahman,” mentioned in Sutras 44-45 and 46-52. 

44. Some hold that the option of meditation on 5^ is 
given in the Sruti because the individual soul is in the body. 
Who these ‘ some ’ are, the present author must admit, he is 
not able to point out from the Upanisads ; but this seems 
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to be a view like the one mentioned in the following verses 
of the Bhagavadgita : — 

II ^ II 

^ sn'g^ffcT ?:?n: ii « ii 

ff I! ^ II 

Bha. Gi. XII. 3-5. 

In these verses the meditation on the 5 ^ as distinguished 
from that on the is supported by saying that the soul 

having a body can attain the goal of the Unmanifest with great 
difficulty. A contrast between and 3 i 5 ?T^r <T%: is 

®^*SS®sted in the verse. It seems that some Vedantins ( 
Vedantins ? ) defended the meditation on Brahman as 5 ^^ by 
saying that the soul is in the body and, therefore, he can 
more easily understand and realize the form of Brahman 

through the 

With this view about the option of meditation on 3 ^ the 
Sutrakara does not agree, as will be clear from the next Sutra. 

45. It should be marked that in this Sutra the body and 
the soul are not at all said to be ‘ identical, so that there is no 
soul but the body but rather admitting that the two are distinct 
from each other, it is only emphasized that the soul is in 
the body. 

Sutra 54 

46. moans that the soul exists without a body or 
in separation from a body. He is not always in the body. 

47. The soul exists distinct or separate 

from the body ( ) because it does not exist ( ) 

when the body exists ( ). It is not possible to argue 
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that the soul exists ( always ) when the body exists, because 
that is not a matter of our experience. For this reason, the 
Sutrakura gives the other argument in order to show that the 
soul exists separate from the body. 

48. By establishing that the soul does exist independently 

of the body, the Sutrakara refutes the that the 

aspect of Brahman is taught in the Scripture became the soul 
being in the body cannot easily realize the unmanifest goal. 

49. *T — The Srutis describe the soul as 

etc., which means that the soul always exists in a body. 
Thus, we find in the Scripture ( 3^55?^ ) that the individual 
soul is never without a body till he gets liberation ( Cha. Upa. 
VIII. 12. 2 ). The Sutrakara says that the soul is not always 
in a body ( till he gets liberation ) as is found stated in the 
Sruti. There are many occasions during transmigration when 
the soul is free from the body, though he is permanently free 
from the gross body only when he gets liberation. 

‘ ’ in other Sutras means what vie find stated 

in the Sruti. So, it must have the same sense here also. 
Sankara takes in the sense of perception, i. e., the 

perception of the elements and the objects made of elements 
and he explains ^ ?jq 55 ^qq?l,as qtraRqi 

tT if anf’JlriHWiiV Thus, he seems to make out 

two more arguments for the distinction of the Atman from the 
body from . We think, ‘ ?q[^fsiiT ’ means what 

we find stated in the Sruti. 

50. Sankara takes this and the preceding Sutra to prove 
that the soul is not identical with the body. We believe that 
the very words of Sutra 53 are sufficient to show that the 

is not the topic here. “ The Atman is in the body ” 
already means that the soul is not identical with the body, 
though it is in the body. Sutra 54 gives the argument 
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that the soul is absent when the body is present, so, this SOtra 
also tries to show that the soul is not invariably in the body 
( ). We find that in Bra. Su. II. 3. 48 ( 

and ni. 2. 6 ( ) the 

soul is already admitted to be not identical with the body. To 
these two Sutras we may add Bra. Sti. III. 1. 1. ( 

). These Sutras make 
the topic of Sutra III. 3. 53-54 rather superfluous if we have 
to adopt the interpretation of Sankara. 

Moreover, ‘ajlrW! is only a or an argument 

and the purpose of the argument is, it seems to us, to show 
why the about the meditation on ( Sutras III. 3. 

28, 44, 45 ) is given in the Sruti. 



SECTION XIII 


Meditation on Brahman, based upon its Parts. 

Sutras III. 3.55-56 


( ) srw ^ ^ I 

( ) ^T?5rTf^fs:Tsf^vr: i 


TRANSLATION 


[ PURVAPAK,SA- ] But the meditation fixed on the 
limbs [ or parts of the Supreme One ] are not [ to be 
collected for the purpose of meditation ] because [ they 
should, properly speaking, be collected ] in all Branches of 
each particular Veda [ only ]. 55 

[ Siddhanta ] — Rather, there would be no objection 
1 on the part of the Sruti, to collecting them ] as in the 
case of the Mantras, etc., [ of one Veda taken into 
another Veda]. 56 



NOTES 

Sutra 55 

1. The meditation or meditations on the i. e., the 

principal one viz., the Para, have been the topic of the 
preceding Sutras ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 11-54 ). Now the Sutrakara 
discusses the meditations on the srffs or limbs or parts of 
Brahman. After ‘ ’ we may add ‘ ’ from such 

Sutras as Bra. Su. III. 3. 31 in which it is implied and Bra. 
Su. III. 3. 33 in which it is expressed. The meditations on 
the or the Supreme One form one type of meditations; 

those on the parts or STffs of Brahman form a second group 
of meditations. 

2. After ‘ ’ we may add ‘ ’ from Sutra 5. 

The latter taught that a collection of thoughts or meditations 
on the 3?%^ or Brahman should be made from all the Branches 
of all the Vedas ( i. e., from all the accepted Upanisads ). 
Here ( in Sutra 55 ) we are told that no collection is to be 
made in the case of the meditations on the parts of Brahman. 
We can also take as understood ( in Sutra 55 ) from 

Sutra 60. 

3. The meditation on Brahman is taught in all the 
Branches of all the Vedas; so the meditations or thoughts on 
Brahman proper are to be collected from all the Upanisads 
as has been done in Bra. Su. I. 1-3. But the meditations 
on parts of Brahman are meant for ( all ) the Branches 
of each particular Veda only, and so the thoughts on the 
parts of Brahman are not to be collected from all the Branches 
of all the Vedas, but they should, properly speaking, be 
collected by the followers of the Branches of one particular 
Veda only. To explain the same, the meditation on Brahman 
as VaiSvanara is a meditation on Brahman; and the meditation 
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on Brahman ( under some thought or other ) is taught in all 
the Branches of all the Vedas; therefore, the meditation on 
Brahman as VaiSvanara is to be collected by the followers of 
all the Vedas. But the meditations on the parts of Vaisvanara 
are taught only in the Cha. Upa. ».<?,, only in one Sakha of the 
Samaveda. So, these are not to be collected by the followers 
of the other Vedas. They should, however, be collected by 
the followers of the other Branches of the Samaveda. This 
seems to be the sense of “511^!^ The 

and Branches of the Yajurveda should mutually collect 

the meditations on the 3Tfps of Brahman from each other, but 
the followers of the other Vedas need not collect the 
from them. 


The following is a list of all the Eleven Upanisads 
referred to in ‘the Brahmasutra together with the names of the 

I ^ O 

Sakhas and the Veda: — 


1. 

Ii^opanisad Vajasaneyisakha 

Sukla Yajurveda 

(O 

2. 

Kenopanisad Talavakara^akha 

Samaveda 

(2) 

3. 

Kathopanisad 

Kj-sna Yajurveda 


4. 

Prasnopanisad 

Atharvaveda 

(3) 

5. 

Mundakopanisad 

Atharvaveda 


6. 

Mandukyopanisad 

Atharvaveda 


7. 

Taittiriyopanisad 

Krsna Yajurveda 


8. 

Aitareyopanisad 

Bgveda 

(2) 

9. 

Chandogyopanisad 

Samaveda 


10. 

Brhadaranyakopanisad 

Sukla Yajurveda. 


11. 

Kausitakibrahmanopanisad 

Bgveda. 



(See Winternitz; Vol. I, PP. 235-237.) Winternitz adds 
Sve. Upa, ( Yajurveda ), Maha Narayana Upa. ( Yajurveda ) 
and Maitrayani Upa. ( Yajurveda ) to these eleven and says 
that at any rate only these fourteen may be regarded as useful 
for the history of the ancient Indian Philosophy ( preceding 
the Buddhistic Period ). 


ss 
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4. Should we interpret ‘ ’ to mean 

‘ because the differ even in the Vakhas of 

each Veda ’ ? If so, what about those in the and 

Sakhas of the Yajurveda 1 When the are regarded 

as fvwrr: even in all the Sakhas of a Veda, there is very 
little propriety in collecting them from one Veda into 
another Veda. 

5. A note on the meditations on Brahman in the Upani- 
sads would not be out of place here. 

It appears to us that the meditations on Brahman taught 
in the Upanisads can be in a general way divided into four 
classes : — 

( a ) Meditations on some parts of the Samhita as Brahman. 

Such meditations are like those given in 
( I ) Cha. Upa l. 7. 5-9, ^ 

^*1. 

( II ) Cha. Upa. I. 9. 1-2; and 
( III ) Ch5. Upa. I. 11. 5. 

In these Upanisads Brahman is identified with any or all 
of the Vedas, with the ( Cha. Upa. 1. 9. 1-2 ), the deity 

of the ( Cha. Upa, I. 11. 5 ). From Bra. Su. I. 1. 22-23, 

we learn that Brahman is mentioned in these Srutis. But it 
is here associated with the priestly duties. For the seeker of 
Brahman, It is to be meditated upon as associated with the 
priestly functions only so long as the seeker does not give up 
his priestly duties ( See Bra. Su. III. 3. 32, III. 4. 41-46 ). 
At a later stage when the seeker renounces the world, he is 
to give up meditating on Brahman as connected with priestly 
duties. These meditations are called meditations 

in Br. Su. III. 3. 32. 

(h ) There are several meditations in which several objects 
are to be meditated upon as Brahman and the result is only 
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the achievement of some object of desire. These are called 
^I^RTs ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 60 ). Such are like 

those given in : — 

( I ) Cha, Upa. III. 12, where the meditation of ‘ 
anwqr: ’ as Brahman is said to give I 

( II ) Cha'. Upa. III. 18, where and snfiiqr are said 
to be meditated upon as Brahman and the result is the 
attainment of fame, reputation and Brahmanical lustre. 

( III ) Cha. Upa. III. 19, where the Sun is declared to be 
meditated upon as Brahman and the result is that the meditator 
would hear “ good sounds ” ( ?r 
sv?ri5ft K sn ^ gr I ). 

( IV ) Cha. Upa. IV. 5-8 may be called a qq»q' meditation 
so far as the meditation on each qt^ alone is concerned. 

( V ) Cha. Upa. VII. 1-14. Here a series of fourteen 
items, srPH, 6tc., etc., is given and in each case a parti- 
cular ‘ fruit ’ is said to be achieved by meditating on each of 
«TRq[., , etc., as Brahman. Only the meditation on the 

highest item viz., brings absolution ( Bra. Su. I. 3. 8 ), 

because that is Brahman itself. 

( VI ) Br. Upa. IV. 1. 2-7, in which sn’ir, «fbr, 
qq:, are taught to be meditated upon as Brahman and 
the result is that the particular object of meditation would 
never leave the meditator, all elements would run to him, 
he would become a god and go unto the gods. 

All these are qqrq qrqf^qfs of Brahman and those who 
seek the respective ‘ fruits ’ may perform them taking either 
each singly or some of them combined, according to his desires 
( Bra. Su. III. 3. 60 ). 

( 0 ) There is a third type of meditations in which Brahman 
is said to be identical not with one particular object, but with 
a number of objects, so that all of them together make up 
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the knowledge of Brahman, while each of them by itself is 
only a part of Brahman. 

( I ) The best example of this perhaps is the meditation 
on Brahujan as VaiSvanara Atman ( Cha. Upa. V. 12-18 ). 
The sky ( ^ ), the Sun, the Wind, the Ether, the Water, 
the Earth, are said to be all of them jointly making Atma 
Vaiv^anara or Brahman, but singly each of them makes only 
one part of Brahman, viz,, the head, the eye, the breath, 
the body ( ), the bladder ( ), the feet respectively. 

Thus, here we have an exmaple of the or meditation on 

Brahman based upon its parts. To think of Brahman as 
VaiSvanara Atman is a meditation on Brahman itself ; but to 
think of Brahman as consisting of so many parts is an 

( II ) Similarly, Cha. Upa. IV. 5-8 teaches that Brahman 
has four qi5fs and each qtf has four ^^ts ; thus. Brahman 
consists of sixteen parts viz., 1-4 the four quarters ; 5-8 
^-12 13-16 jn^f, 

51^51, The meditation on Brahman as consisting of these 

sixteen parts makes a man know or realize Brahman ( Gf. 

^ l-Cha. Upa. IV. 9. 2 ). In this meditation, 

the qt^s are given names ( STq;i?[rqtq:, 

), but they or the q;^TS are not said to be particular 
parts in the Supreme Being, as is the case with the parts of 
the Vai^vanara Atman. This seems to be the diflference 
between the two ; but each of them is undoubtedly an 

( III ) The is also an of Brahman 

as consisting of so many parts ( Cha. Upa. IV. 10-14 ). 

( IV ) Similarly, Br. Upa. IV. 1. 2-7 gives another 

The Sutrakara seems to say that these 
should not be collected by the followers of all the Vedas, 
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because they are meant for all the Sakhas of each Veda 
( Bra. Su. III. 3. 55 ); or rather, there would be no violation 
of the 6ruti even if they be collected in the other Veda than 
the one in which they are found, because several ufws are 
found common in several Vedas. They must have originally 
been the property of one Veda, but later on have been taken 
by the followers of the other Vedas. It is not necessary that 
all the parts should be taken in an srfTl’irenn, but 

the more the better ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 57 ). These meditations 
are each of them independent of the other; so the parts of 
Atman Vaisvanara should not be mixed with the parts of 
or or any other similar (Bra. 

Su. III. 3. 58 ). An option is given regarding the selection 
from these on the ground that the fruit of each of 

them is the same ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 59 ). 

(d) The last and the most important type of is 
that meditation on Brahman, in which Brahman is associated 
with some idea, quality or qualities, attributes. Examples of this 
type are those collected by the Sutrakara in Bra. Su. I. 1-3. 
Thus, Brahman is to be meditated upon as that from which this 
world appears, in which it continues, and into which it returns 
( all Adhikaranas of Bra. Su. I. 1 ). Or, Brahman may be 
meditated upon as. described in Cha. Upa. III. 14 ( 

), Cha. Upa. IV. 15 ( 5^: ), Cha. Upa. 

VII. 23. 1 ( ), Cha. Up^i. VIII. 1-4 ( ). Ghg. Upa. VIII. 

12. 3 ( qt sqlfg; ), Cha. Upa. Vlll. 14 ( 3Tiq>T5r ), Br. Upa. III. 
7 ( srvgqfBtsf), By. Upa. III. 8 ( upholding all the objects 
ending with the Ether ). All these updsanas are direct ^qt^qis 
of Brahman. Brahman meditated upon as gsqR?: atlrtTsi; will 
also belong to such a form of meditation. 

The fruit of these and the meditations on Brahman as 
consisting of parts ( ^qc^Rls ) is the realization of 

Brahman or liberation. Brahman may be thought of as posse- 
ssing as many of these attributes as possible ( Bra, Su. III. 3. 
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31 ), Similarly 535 ^ may be meditated upon ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 
28, 44-54 ). This is the main or principal form of meditation 
and seems to us to be the topic of Bra. Su. III. 3. 11-54. 

There are serveral meditations mentioned in the Upani^ads, 
which are concerned only with rites and not at all with 
Brahman, e. g., the meditation of as the Syllable Om 

( Cha. Upa. I. 1 . 7, I. 1 . 8, I. 2. 14 ), the meditation of 
as the Sun ( Cha. Upa. I, 3. 1 , etc.,); 30 also the meditations 
mentioned in Cha. Upa. II. 1 - 22 , Cha, Upa. IV. 17. These 
are in no way meditations on Brahman and, therefore, they do 
not seem to have been considered by the Sutrakara in Bra. 
Su, III. 3, which is devoted to the meditations on Brahman. 

6 . According to Saiikara Sutras 53-54 make an incidental 
topic ( ^S|T ), but to us it appears to be a against 

the aspect of the Para and a reply to it, taught in Sutras 
III. 3. 44-54. 

Sutra 55, he says, is a continuation of' the topic in hand’ 
To us it appears that the preceding Sutras 11-54 dealt with 
the meditations on the or Brahman itself, while Sutra 55 

begins the treatment of the meditations on the of Brahman. 

Sankara takes in the sense of and explains 

^qi?T»fr. as ^jqT^T^s like those in Cha. Upa. I. 1 . 
1 , II. 1 . 1 etc. We have proposed to take the expression 
(jjrtmp) as referring to the aiffs or parts of Brahman. 
The ^qwafTS on Brahman referring to are probably 

dealt with in Bra. Su. III. 3. 32 ( 

I See also Bra, Su. III. 4. 41, 43 ). 

So, according to Sankara the doubt to be solved by this 
Adhikarana is whether the thoughts referring to like 

mentioned in the various Sakhas of each Veda are to be 
kept where they occur or are to be collected in the of 

all the Sakhas of all the Vedas. This doubt arises from the 
fact that owing to the difference of accents ( ), etc. 
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the viz., etc., may be considered to be different 

in each Branch. 

According to Sankara, * 3 »I ’ rejects a ^ that 

these STctr^lt: should be restricted only to the Sakha 

in which they occur. Sankara takes ‘ ' with ‘ g H ’ 

and says 3 

. Thus, he makes a sentence out of ‘ ’ and 

another out of ‘ He leaves out ‘ ’ and then himself 

supplies an argument for the conclusion drawn from his inter- 
pretation of the Sutra, viz., 

To us it seems that ‘ aT|fW^^f^3 ’ >s a statement rejecting 
a conclusion likely to be drawn from the method of the 
meditations on aT%3 or Brahman, as taught in Bra. Su. III. 3. 
5-9 and 11-54 viz., that of from all the Branches of 

all the Vedas. And the reason for this rejection seems to be 
given in ‘ ’ ‘ because they are taught differently 

in all the Sakhas of each Veda.’ It does not seem to us to 
be the correct method to separate and so as 

to make two sentences, to drop ‘ % ’, and then to add an 
argument viz., 

Sutra 56 

7. ‘ q| ’ seems to give an option regarding the statement 

in the preceding Sutra. The meditations on the 3i|fs of 
Brahman be collected or may not be collected even from 
the Branch of another V eda ; and yet there would be no 
violation of the Sruti, just as there is no such violation when 
the JTr5rs or hymns of one Veda are collected into the 
Samhita of another Veda. The Sutrakara here refers to the 
which occur in more than one Veda. On the ground of 
such JCTPSts, he says that the aTfftqi^TS of Brahman though 
found only in one Branch or more Branches of one particular 
Veda only, may be collected in another Veda, i. c., in a Branch 
or Branches of another Veda. 
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6 . ‘ ^ ’ shows that the position of the Sutrakara here 

is different from the one he has taken up in the preceding 
Sutra. But Sankara seems to give it a different significance 
when he interprets it in a way which would amount to saying 
that Sutra 56 gives one additional argument for the conclusion 
established in Sutra 55. 

To us it seems that in Sutra 55 the standpoint of the 
Sutrakara was that there would be a an objection from 

the Sruti or a violation of the Sruti, if is resorted to 

in the of Brahman, and, therefore, he said ‘ 

*1 Now, in this Sutra he tells us that there would be 
no violation of the Sruti, just as there is no violation in taking 
a hymn from one Veda into another. 

By Sankara refers to and 501 s. 
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Sutra 111. 3. 57 

( Hvs ) m ft I 


TRANSLATION 


The meditation on a greater number of parts of 
Brahman is better [ than that on a smaller number ] as in 
the case of a K^atu ; so shows the Sruti. 



NOTES 

Sutra 57 

1. This Sutra seems to us to answer a question as to how 

many parts of an should be taken in that 

meditation. Thus, the meditation on VaiSvanara Atman or 
Brahman is based upon six or eleven parts ( See Oha. Upa. 
V. 18. 2 ). If a question be asked as to how many of them 
should be taken in the meditation, the Sutrakara says, “ As 
many as possible because the meditation on a greater number 
of parts is better like a Kratu 

2. ^3 seems to be a bigger saerifice than ?Tfr, 
consisting of more rites than the latter ( Vide Note 3 infra ), 

3* s — This seems to be a reference to such 

texts as Cha. Upa. V. 18. 2. 

In Cha. Upa. V. 12, the meditation on as STRUT 
%$<rT*T^: is censured and declared to be dangerous, and it is 
said that is the head of STTrUT IsUTUc:. From this it would 
follow that the meditation of as STTrUT is wrong, 

but the same as the head of srirUT is the proper one, 

so that one may meditate on 3TT^ as one whose head 

is and the result of the meditation would be liberation. 
Similarly, the meditation on 3TI^U as ^TlrUT is wrong, 

but the meditation on Brahman as one whose eye is the Sun is 
correct and gives liberation ( Chii. Upa. V. 12-13 ). This 
would mean that each meditation as corrected by STsuuf^ 
would be the proper meditation of STITUI Ifsuiu?:;. As a result, 
each correct meditation would give the fruit of the meditation 
on STITUT so, the meditation on a number of parts would 

only be ‘ better ’ in the sense in which a iRg is better than a 



Bba. 139. m. 3. 57 


227 


qrV (f). The chief result is the same whether one meditates 
on one part or on many parts as forming parts of 

Thus, -it is not necessary to include in the meditation 
all the 3fffs mentioned in the chapter; a few or even one 
would do. This seems to be the sense of the errors and 
corrections in Cha. Upa. V. 12-17. 

Now ‘ ’ seems to us to be a reference to 

Cha. Upa. V. 18. In Cha. Upa. V. 18. 1 we are told that 
STIrHI is to be meditated upon as consisting of the parts 
mentioned above ( 

this would mean that is to be meditated upon 

as consisting of six parts. But in Cha. Upa. V. 18. 2 eleven 
parts are mentioned. From this the Stitrakara seems to us to 
draw a conclusion that the Sruti here shows that a greater 
number of parts when taken into the meditation make the medi- 
tation better than or superior to the meditation in which a fewer 
number of parts are included in the sense in which a tRg is 
superior to a or a with a greater number of potsherds 
is superior to a with a fewer number of potsherds ( See 
Kamanuja’s explanation of spg). The result is the same, and 
therefore a choice regarding the number of 3T|f3 is given. 
This choice is shown by the difference in the number of ar^s 
of arirJll in Cha. Upa. V. 18. 1 and V. 18. 2. 

4. According to Sankara the Sutra refers to the 
only. We hold, that it refers to any 
based upon parts of Brahman like that of WW, aiid 

answers a doubt regarding it like a similar doubt about the 
meditation of Brahman without parts, solved in Bra. Su. III. 3. 31. 

According te Sankara the Sutra says that one cannot 
meditate on one part of but only on all parts of it, ». e., 

on VaiSvanara Atman consisting of all the parts mentioned in the 
Sruti. Thus, he takes )^Tq[,in the sense of ‘ all ’ or ‘ the whole ’ 
( ). But this is not the proper sense of the word. 
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is “ a large number, ” “ many ”, and so, here it should 
mean ‘ a large number of because arifs are mentioned 

in Sutra 55. Moreover, he takes as sn^T^ which he 

interprets as the only possible or proper way of meditation. 
But this is also incorrect. means better or superior; so 

that a meditation on SlirTrT ^sarR^t as consisting of a fewer parts 
is good and does give the fruit in question, viz., liberation, but 
a meditation on a greater number of «i|fs is better. The example 
of flsg can be interpreted only in our favour, because in a 
an option of potsherds is given as the option of parts in the 
present case. As to Sankara says that the 

is censured in ^ I ( Cha. 

TJpa. V. 12. 2 ); to us it seems that the Sruti censures the 
meditation of etc. as the whole of and it does 

not censure, but rather lays down, the meditation of etc., 
as the head, etc., of ^TRT as we have already explained. 

Sankara states the view of a predecessor of his and that view 
seems to support us. To us also the Sutrakara seems to 
sanction as corrected by 
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( HV ) I 


TRANSLATION 

[The meditations on Brahman as consisting of 
several parts are each of them] different [from one another], 
because of the difference of the word and others [ i. e., 
the context and the name ]. 58 



NOTES 

Sutra 58 

1 . With ‘ 5fRT ’ we have to connect “ ” 

so, ‘ sfTsn ’ means that the meditations on Brahman resting 
upon the parts or «nfs of Brahman are each of them different 
or independent of the others. 

The Sutrakara has told us ( in Bra. Su. HI. 3. 5 ) that 
the same Brahman is taught to be meditated upon in all the 
Sl^R^RS of the Upanisads and thus the aim of all these is 
the same ( ) and, therefore, a collection of the thoughts 

on Brahman from all the recognised Upanisads should be 
made ( ). In the present Sutra ( III. 3. 58 ), he seems to 

reject this view so far as the ars^R^HIs are concern- 
ed. This is clear from the meaning of ( See below ). 

2 . — In the case of the meditations on 

Brahman itself ( i. e., not consisting of several arffs ), the 
Sutrakara had rejected the view that those uieditations differed 
from each other on account of ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 6 ), SRUrot 
( Bra. Su. III. 8. 7 ) and ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 8 ). But in 

the case of he seems to argue that these 

meditations are different from one another because the 

and of each are different from those of others. 
Thus, the problem of the is here 

discussed from the same stand point from which the 

were discussed in Bra. Su. III. 3. 5 - 8 . 51 *^, sr^^oT 
and in this case should be taken to be referring to those 
of the 3 Tjfs, because here the sr^qT^^Is based upon tfffs are 
the topic. 

3 . Sankara connects this Sutra with Bra. Su. III. 3. 1-2 
( See his closing remarks ; 

See Thibaut, Volume 2, P. 279 ). 



SECTION XVI 


Sutra 111. 3. 59 


TRANSLATION 

[ In meditations on Brahman consisting of parts, ] 
an option of choice is given, because the fruit of each of 
these meditations is the same. 59 



NOTES 

Sutra 59 

( 1 ) In the case of the meditation on Brahman not regarded 
as consisting of parts an option was given in the form of a 
selection from either of the two forms of the Supreme One, 
viz., the and the ( Bra. Sti. III. 3. 28-30, 44-54 ). 

Here in the case of the a5rt»n?l5n:, the Sutrakara gives 

an option of choice of any one out of all such meditations 
because the fruit of all such ^f^tus is the same, viz., liberation. 
In the Satyakama Jabala is said to be a 

knower of Brahman ( Cha. Upa. IV. 9. 2 ), so, also 
in what is called ( Cha. Upa. IV. 14. 2 ). The 

same fruit, we may say, accrues from the knowledge VaiSva- 
nara Atman ( Cha. Upa. V. 18. 1 ). 

I ^ 

( 2 ) Sankara does not take this Sutra as dealing with 
he understands the fgq;«q ‘ option ’ in 
the Sutra as given by the Sutrakara with reference to all the 
in the various Upanisads. To us it appears that the 
question of the collection of the ggftqi^: 

is discussed in Bra. Su. III. 3. 55-56 so far as the collection of 
those ^^s from one Veda into another is concerned and in Bra. 
Su. III. 3. 58 as regards the question of the collection of the ^Tffs 
of different 5nsJtqu=f5Ti:i while the problem of the number 

of the arts of one arWRqsSr to be collected in a meditation 

is dealt with in Sutra III. 3. 57. Further we think that Shtra 59 is 
meant to reject an inference that since the gg f lq rafl ri; are 

different or independent ( Sutra 58 ), they may be giving different 
fruits and therefore they should be resorted to only by those who 
seek the respective fruits or results. The Sutrakara says that 
the result of all is the same, viz., the 

knowledge of Brahman or liberation and, therefore, an option of 
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ihoice of one from among the various meditations is given by 
he Sutrakara in this Sotra. 

The option also, which the Sutrakara allows in the case 
>f not based upon the parts of Brahman seems to 

IS to have been given in Bra. Su. III. 3. 28, 44-54 and this 
)ption is as regards the and aspects of the 

Para, and the collection ( qgi gq ) in all such ST^qi^Tfis is 
ilso discussed in Bra. Su. III. 3. 5-9. 

We think that Sankara’s interpretation of this Sutra 

fqqq I «»fq 

^g ^ qq% I ) is directly 

contradictory to the conclusion drawn from Bra. Su. III. 3. 5. 


SO 



SECTION XVII 


Sutras 111. 3. 60 

( I 


TRANSLATION 

Rut the meditations on Brahman performed for some 
desired object may or may not be collected according to 
the desire of the meditator, because of the absence of the 
foregoing reason. 



NOTES 

Sutra 60 

1. In the case of the meditations on Brahman not based 

upon the parts of Brahman, a collection ( ) was pre* 

scribed by the Sutrakara because all of them though occurring 
in different Vedas had a common topic, viz., Brahman, and 
because the objections based upon sr^QT and did 

not hold good. In the case of such a 

collection was denied because those objections held good in 
their case, but an option was given because the fruit of all 
such meditations was in fact not different. Now, in the case 
of 3'71^’Trs on Brahman, the Sutrakara seems to believe 

that 515^, and make their topics different but their 

fruits also are different; so he allows an option regarding 
collection. One may collect only those the 

fruits of which he desires to gain. 

2. — We have already explained which 

sI^'jreHIs are or performed for a particular object ( See 

Note 5 on Bra. Su. III. 3. 55 ). It will be noticed that the 
so-called JTcft^»TRRTS are included in these on 

Brahman, because here Sankara explains Cha. Upa. VII. 1. 5 
as a on Brahman. 

3. “ ” seems to be a reference to in 

Bra. Su. III. 3. 5 and to in Bra. Su. III. 3. 59. 

In not founded on parts of Brahman a ^]g«s^was 

compulsory because they all taught the same Brahman ( Bra. Sh. 
III. 3. 5 ); while in based on parts of Brahman the 

fruit was the same but the 5I5^, JnK?:«ir and were different 
in each case, so only a and no was possible. 

But in on Brahman, the teaching of the topics 

are different and the fruits also are different. Therefore, an 
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option regarding both is given, to explain the point further, 
the topics of meditation in “ ?tW ^ ” 

etc., ( Cha. Upa. VII. 1. 5, 2. 2 ) “ siif^ ’’ ( Cha. 

Upa. III. 19. 4 ) are different in each case, though all of them 
are meditated upon as the same. Thus, the is not the 
same because sr^?:aT and are different. The fruits 
also of all these meditations ( 

1 Cha. Upa. VII. 1. 5 ; jm i 

Cha. Upa. VII. 2. 2; sif ^ ^ 

I— Cha. Upa. III. 19. 4 ) are different in each 
case. And these meditations are as distinguished from 

those on Brahman without parts or with parts, which are all 
meant for achieving liberation through meditation on Brahman 
itself. Therefore, an option of choice in the selection of topics 
of meditation is given in the on Brahman. 

4. Regarding the qqRiqTs on Brahman it may be 

added that the meditation on the heaven ( ), the Sun, the 

Wind, the Ether, the Water, the Earth as Brahman are all of 
them but the meditations on the same as the 

head, the eye, the breath, the body ( ), the bladder ( ) 

and the feet of Brahman are not ^ixqT, but they would all lead 
to the same fruit, viz., liberation. 

5. The word ‘ ?R|xq ’ used here shows that the gqj^qts, 
5!T5fiqq!B!I or not, mentioned in the foregoing Sutras ( Bra. Su. 
HI. 3. 1-54 ) are not ^|xq, but aimed at achieving liberation. 

6. Sankara takes ^xqr: as ^xqi; fq^Ji: and gives the same 

illustrations as we have given, viz., ^ qV qiq I. 

T^^WiqR^ is explained by him as referring only to STfqflrq- 

in Bra. Su. Ill, 3. 59, but we think, it refers also to 
in Bra. Su. III. 3. 5. 
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Sutras 111. 3. 61-66 

( I 

( I 

( 

( \ 

( ) ^ fi I 

( I 

TRANSLATION 


61 

62 

63 

64 

65 

66 


The conceiving of the parts of Brahman in meditation 
should be in accordance with the respective objects 
seeking substratum, 

because of the teaching, 

[ and ] because of the collection, 

I 

and because of the Sruti stating the commonness of 
qualities ( between parts and objects seeking substratum ). 

Feather not, because of the absence of a Sruti about 
the co-existence [ of the two, viz., the part and the object 
seeking substratum ], 

and because the ^ruti shows it. 



NOTES 

Sutra 61 

1. In Bra. Su. III. 3. 56-60 the Sutrakara has discussed 

the question of the and of the 

<n^T5Ti: and of the Now, he seems to state 

the method of the meditations of the former type. In the 
case of the g ^ qi^RS without the parts of Brahman, the 
Sutrakara stated the method to be that of ( Bra. 

Su. III. 3. 16 ). The 3T|fs in this Sutra are the same as the 
anjfs in Bra. Su. III. 3. 55. The sTffs are the si^s of Brahman 
in sH^qt’ETSTf; c. g.^ the heaven (^: X the Sun, the 

Wind, the Ether, the Water and the Earth, are the 3JUs of 
the 5^qt5CT5n, viz.^ that of sttRT 

2. The or items seeking substratum are in the 

case of the same t^aHTst^qraR the following; the 

head, the eye, the breath, the body ( ), the bladder ( ), 

and the feet. 

3. WTR means the conception, imagination, fancy or 

supposition used in meditation. Thus, in the chief g^tqt^R 
not based upon parts of Brahman, Brahman is conceived to 
be or imagined to be the Self of the meditator. Similarly, in 
the gsgiHT^sn^qRRI the heaven, the Sun, etc., are 

conceived to be the head, the eye, etc., of Brahman in the 
process of meditation. The former make the series of arifs 
or and the latter that of ^i^rgs. The 9iT|fs are to be 

conceived as the sTT^gs. 

4. Sankara does not take STffs to be those of Brahman, 

but he interprets 5«Sfs as qjtrflfs, e. g., the etc. 

Sutra 62 

5. — This seems to be a reference to such Srutis 

as “ ^ sqqfg^^iRf gmfk'sg iRr i 

( Cha. Upa. V. 12. 2 ), 'gr^^g[im5T; ( Cha. Upa. V. 13. 2 ), 
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arirJUT: ( Cha. Upa. V. 14. 2 ); aUcRH:... 

( Cha. Upa. V. 15. 2 ), ailtiTSf: ( Cha. Upa. 

V. 16. 2 ), ( Cha. Upa. V. 17. 2 ). In theae 

and similar passages of other ST^qi^niP the respeotive 

pupils are told by their respective teachers that they were 
mistaken in imagining the object of meditation to be Brahman 
itself while really it was a part of Brahman. This teaching 
requires that in the STffs the meditator should have the thought 
of the an?q?T and not of the entire Brahman. 

Sutra 63 

6. ‘ ’ seems to refer to Cha. Upa. V. 18. 2 ( 

? 5IT ^3Traj^R?5:qj, STfOI! 

3TI?^»TI5^«r5 ) in which all the 
( named fqR^q:, etc., ) along with the ^^5, 

etc., ) have been collected together. This collective statement 
is according to the Sutrakara intended to mean that in the 
respective parts the respective snsr^Ts are to be imagined at 
the time of meditation. 

Sutra 04 

7. — This seems to be a reference to such 
as are mentioned in Br. Upa. IV. 1. 2-7 

where sn’iT, qqs and which are declared 

to be only one part ( ) of Brahman and are taught to 

be meditated upon as um, f^^T, STJTfrT, aiRf? and 
which are thus the corresponding ifTT^qs to bo imagined in qt^, 
qqj and ^q. Moreover, in each case, we have an 
explanation as to how both the 3i|f and sq^q possess a common 
attribute, viz., qqq(, fir^cn, srqfcrai, and 

‘ ’ means the attribute common to the 9||f and 

This 30 Ril>sn?:uq^fe also proves that the arffs should 
be imagined to be the 3q%a[qs in the respeotive order. 

Sutra 65 

8. q qr — This Sutra seems to show a disapproval of the 
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conclusion in the preceding Sutras; so that the preceding 
Sutras should be regarded as ‘ *1 Wf ’ means that 

the ST^ps should not be imagined as the 

9* — There is no Sruti about the coexistence 

of the STf and err^nv. In the (iase of RCfpr: Brahman 

was taught to be looked upon as the Self of the meditator 
and the Para was taught the residing in the heart and to 
be meditated upon as present there ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 34-35 ). 
Such Srutis as srf%^ q?:i^ ( Katha Upa. III. 3. 1 ) 
clearly show that the Para who is to be object to be medi- 
tated upon and the individual soul who is the according to 

the method of ( Bra, Su. III. 3. 16 ) reside together. 

This kind of Sruti in the case of the heaven and the head, the 
Sun and the eye, etc., etc., does not exist at all. Therefore, the 
Sutrakara rejects the view “ q«n«rq«nqt ” (Bra. Su. III. 3. 61). 

Sutra 66 

10, — The Sutrakara seems to refer to a feruti in 

which in the WgftqWifrs the parts of Brahman are 

not said to be meditated upon as the respective 3Ti^qs. Such 
Srutis would be Cha. Upa. IV. 5-9 ( the ), Cha. 

Upa. IV. 10-14 ( the ). In these fq’sns which 

are eifTqqHT: there is no attribution of the STT^rqs to 

the parts of Brahman and so all the reasons ( Bra. Su. III. 
3. 62-64 ) do not hold good regarding such etfprqqiCr: 

Thus, according to the Sutrakara ( Sutras 65-66 ) in the 
case of the various STips or parts are to be 

meditated upon as parts of without attributing to them 
the sutqqvnq. Perhaps this is the sense of 

3n?JiR iRRT^q^q ^ ^lihqrR- 

I ( Cha. Upa. V. 18. 1 ). 

The omnipresent ^rr^ SRiTq; is to be meditated upon 
as measured by parts or consisting of parts. Similarly, in 
other q{^q|Q«n: Brahman is to be meditated upon 

as consisting of so many parts. 



CHAPTER III 


SECTION 1 

Achievement of Moksa through the knowledge of Brahman. 
Superbrity of that Knowledge to Karman. 


Sutras III. 4. 1-17 
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TRANSLATION 

F I^OM this [ knowledge of Brahman ] the aim of 
human life [ is achieved ] because of the Word ”, so holds 
Badarayana. 1 

" The name of ‘ the aim of human life ’ is applied [ to 
the goal of the Lore of the Upanisads ] because that 
knowledge is subsidiary [ to the sacrifice ] as is the case 
with other knowledges or other 315^^5 ”, so says Jaimini, 2 
“ because we find the practice [ of rites among the 


knowers of Brahman ], 3 

“ because of a Sruti about it [ i. e., subordination of the 
knowledge to action ], 4 

“ because of [ a new body ] being begun [ by the Lore 
and the Action ], 5 

“ because of the Injunction of actions in the case of him 
who possesses that [ Lore ], 6 

“ and because of the rule.” 7 

But, because of the teaching [ about the Knowledge J 
as superior [ to the Action ] Badarayana has such a view 
[ as expressed in Sutra 1 above ], because we find 
it in the Sruti, 8 

but [the practice] is found equally [in favour of the Lore], 9 
[the Sruti ] does not apply to all [Lores], 10 

there is a separate function [ of Action from that of 
Knowledge ] as in the case of a hundred [ arteries in Cha. 

Upa. VIll. 6 . 6 ], 11 

[ the Injunction is ] in the case of him who has 
merely committed the Scripture to memory, 12 

[ there is ] no [ rule ] because of the absence of defi- 
niteness [about the nature of the agent or actions], 13 
[the Sruti in question is] either for praise of actions or 
is an approval of actions, 14 

and some hold that [ all actions may be dohe ] 
voluntarily [ by a knower of Brahman ], 15 

and [ they mention ] the destruction [ of actions ], 16 

and because in the case of celebates [ the religious 
fitness is ] for the Word. 1 7 



NOTES 

Sutra 1 

1. — As SGtras 4 and 5 clearly show, ‘ ara'j ' means 

‘ from the Lore pi the Upanisads The knowledge of Atman 
is called in the last Sutras of the preceding Pada also 

( Vide Sutra III. 1, 47 ), the whole of which discusses the 
nature of the knowledge of Brahman. 

2. — This is a reference to such texts as the 

following :— ( I ) I ( Isa. Upa. 11 ). 

( 2 ) arifinsn ( Kena 

Upa. 12 ). 

( 3 ) i 

6ve. Upa. III. 8 and VI. 15 ). 

( 4 ) ^ | (Katha Upa. III. 15). 

3. ‘ ’ means ‘ release ’ “ freedom from death, ” 

the last of the four aims of human life. 

4. According to Sankara the discussion in this Sutra is 

as regards the question whether the knowledge of Brahman 
achieves its aim by itself or is subsidiary to action. Badarayana’s 
view is the former. But the Sutrakara though not admitting 
that is subsidiary to does not say that 

alone achieves Moksa ; rather he seems to be inclined to make 
certain types of actions subsidiary to ( See Sutras III. 

4. 32-33 ) but co-operating with it in the achievement 
of Moksa. It is strange that Sankara does not quote 

, on which he lays great emphasis elsewhere. 

Sutra 2 

5. — Jaimini holds that the knowledge of Brahman 
is subsidiary to Action (or karman) and, therefore, the name of 

is given to the Lore of Upanisads, i. e. the application 
of this name is not to be understood in its literal sense. 
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6. ?T«nS^!5 — This should be a reference to the case of 
such other knowledges or means like 

than the knowledge of Brahman, in which the fruit is declared 
to be and which are subsidiary to actions. Sankara 

explains as referring to 9 ^ 1 ?: and 

Or this may refer to the other three jjqqjqs also, which 
are subsidiary to and are therefore called 

7. ^aiikara takes as the dependence of the individual 

soul upon action as being the agent ( qii^qifTrJTW: 1 ). 

As ‘ knowledge of Brahman ’ or fq?n seems to have been 
referred to by arq: in Sutra 1 and as Sutras 4, 5 and 6 mention 
the combination of and it seems to us that means 

here the dependence of the knowledge of Brahman on karman 
or the dependence of the otherthreejqqrsSfs on the fourth jqqf’Sr 
viz., Sankara himself says under Sutra 4 that the fqsrr is 
dependent on Regarding the Srutis quoted by Sankara 

see Note (5) above. 

Sutra 3 

8. This refers to such Sruti texts as mention 
the practice, to do sacridces, of those who possessed the 
knowledge of Brahman. Sankara rightly refers to the story 
of Janaka who, though a knower of Brahman, performed 
sacrifices and all other actions. 

Sutra 4 

9. is evidently a reference to the word in 

fq?iqt 1 (Cha. Upa. I. 1. 10). 

Sutra 5 

10. The word at once suggests the reference 

to q I ( Br. Upa. IV. 4. 2 ) as Sankara 

points out. 

Sutra 6 

11. <T3[?fV -This refers to a Sruti in which one 
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who has studied the Scripture is asked to perform the sacrifices, 
«. g., the one quoted by Sankara. See Sutra III. 4. 47. 

Sutra 7 

12. ASruti like i^a. Upa. 2; which makes it a 
rule that actions must be performed, is referred to by this Sutra. 

Sntra 8 

13. ‘ g » refutes the view of Jaimini in Sutras 2-7 and 
1?^ reasserts the view of Badarayana stated in SOtra 1. 

14. Badarayana holds that the aim of human 
life is achieved from the knowledge of Brahman, because that 
knowledge is taught to be superior to the knowledge of action. 
This may refer to Cha. Upa. VII. 4. 1, Mu. Upa. 1.2 2 etc 
and also to Bha. Gi. IV. 38. In Mu. Upa. I. 1, the ' four 
Vedas and their auxiliary sciences are said to be 

and that by which is obtained is called qri fawi In 

Mu. Upa. I. 2. 7-10 we read: — 

qrftrsTfqfscT ^ ii I. 2. 7 

5| sr^qf^ 11 l. 2. 8 

is % ^ „ j 2. 9 

^ j^rsTT: srqi^q qqtJ|q: ^ jqqV sT«qq[tqr n i. 3. 10 

q^sfq qtipft f^qmqtqn^^q^q: I 

qfswqiq lET sftfqq gglf d g H II I. 2. 11 

In the Bhagavadgita also we find similar statements :- 

( 1 ) 5T ft gftq ?iqia qftqft? ftqq I ( Bha. Gi. IV. 38 ) 

( 2 ) ^q qrq gft qft^fqinq^ I ( Bha. Gi. IV. 33 ) 
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15. — This refers to those ferutis in which is 
said to be bad from irR, some of which have been quoted 
under Shtra 1 . 

16. and jointly form one argument. 

Because is said to be had from ?ri*t of Brahman and be- 
cause that 917 is said to be superior to ^ 7 ., Badarayana 
concludes that can be had from the 9 R of Brahman which 
is not dependent on the Tiw is not subsidiary to ^>77 

but it is superior to ^^ 7 . It should be noticed that Badarayana 
does not give those various reasons against ^il 7 as a means 
to Moksa, which Sankara so often gives in his works. 

17. Sankara interprets as the fact that qv 7 nrii 7 

who is superior to the individual soul is taught in the Scripture 
as the one to be known. And to this interpretation of 

he adds that the knowledge of that q^tnR 7 is not 
the inspirer of actions, but it is the destroyer of actions. 
According to Sankara refers to such Srutis as teach 

qT 7 R 77 who is superior to the individual soul. Thus, according 
to him, and refer to the same texts. 

Sutra 9 

18. g shows that the refutation of the %g given in Sutras 
3-7 is begun here. 

19. 557 ^^ 77 — Jast as we find in the Sruti the knowers 
of Brahman performing actions, so also we find the knowers 
of Brahman renouncing actions. See above “ 

” in Mu. Upa. I. 2. 10, also By. Upa. III. 5. 1 which 
is quoted by Sankara. Thus, practice ( sriTlv; ) does not help 
in deciding the dependence of knowledge on action. 

Sutra 10 

20. — This is a refutation of Sutra 4. The 
^ruti referred to in Sutra 4 does not apply to all f^^fs; it 
does not apply to afffqVTT. It applies only to fq?«s concerned 
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- 

with various rites. See Bra. Su. IV. I. 18 and Sa. Bha. on 
Bra. Su. III. 3. 42. 

Sutra 1 1 

21. — This is an answer to Sutra 5. The Sutra- 

kara says that and begin the bodies of different 

persons ; fMn helps the knower of Brahman ( See 

in Bra. Su. IV. 2. 17 ), and helps those who perform 

the rites and sacrifices. Thus, there should be a separation 
of from 

According to Bra. Su. IV. 2. 17, Brermfir is separated 
from ^^*1% in the interpretation of a 

g" ( Br. Upa. IV. 4. 2 ), the Sruti which is quoted as an argu- 
ment of Jaimini in Sutra 5. 

22. seems to us to be the separation of 100 

arteries from the one artery mentioned together in “ there are 
one hundred and one arteries in the heart ” etc,, in Cha. Upa. 
VIII. 6. 6. The of these arteries is made in that Sruti 

itself. It is said there that of these hundred and one arteries 
the one goes upwards towards the head, he who goes up there- 
by attains immortality ; the other arteries are meant for various 
transmigrations in all directions ( Cha. Upa. VIII. 6. 6 ). Just as 
the hundred arteries are here separated from the hundred and one 
mentioned together in the first quarter of the verse, similarly 

is separated from in Bf. Upa. IV. 4. 2. This is the 

view of the Sutrakara in Sutra 11. According to him is 
dealt with in Br. Upa. IV. 4. 2 and in Br. Upa. IV. 3-5. 

Though ‘ ’ does not contain a reference to 

we make this suggestion because in the case of 5T3'«Tr^s 
is separated from f%?n, as in the case of 
Both the Srutis ( Cha. Upa. VIII. 6. 6 and Br. Upa. IV. 4. 2 ) 
in question make a joint statement ( the one regarding the 
number of Jn^s, the other regarding ) and then make 

a division or separate statement regarding the same. The one 
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separates hundred ;n^s out of one hundred and one (Sutra 11), 
the other separates from 

23. Sankara first explains the word fimtH in the Sutra as 

if the word f^?ir in the Sruti meant as was done above. 

But afterwards he adds that 

Thereby he means that the in the Sruti ( ^ 

I ) is not But this conclusion is against 

the Stitrakara’s own. Not only does it contradict the 

Sutrakara so far as this Sutra ( 11 ) is concerned, but also 

as regards other Sutras, e. g., Bra. Su. IV. 2. 17, which, 
as shown above, is consistent with the Sutra in question. 
According to the Sutrakara ‘‘ the brightening of the top of 
the heart ” mentioned in Bj*. Upa, IV. 4. 2 ( ) 

is a sure mark of and the man being a knower of 

Brahman, as he says in Bra. Su. IV. 2. 17. “ g ”, 

according to the Sutrakara, refers to Bp. Upa. IV. 4. 3-6, while 
Sankara applies it to Bf. Upa. IV. 4. 1-6. Sankara’s con- 
clusion (i^ l) actually makes 

the Sutrakara’s position in Sutra 11 totally weak. 

Sankara takes to mean “ 

Sutra 12 

24. The Sutrakara replies to the argument in Sutra 6. He says 
that such Srutis refer to those who have only committed the 
text to memory. This Sutra is referred to in Sutra III, 4. 47. 

Sutra 13 

The Sutrakara says that the Sruti in question does 
not make a rule that the knower of Brahman should invariably 
perform all actions, because the Sruti does not mention defi- 
nitely who is asked to do actions invariably, and what actions 
are to be done by him. The Sruti defines neither the agent 
nor the actions. 
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Satra 14 

26. and ST^irf^ seem to be two different conclusiona. 
The Ma. Sruti (2) is for praise of actions so that it shows 
that actions are more praiseworthy than renunciations of actions; 
therefore, one ( even a knower of Brahman ) should do them 
rather than renounce them. This is the position of the 
Bhagavadgita also. This does not prove that the knowledge of 
Brahman is subsidiary to actions. 

27. — Or, the Sruti is an approval of actions if a 
knower of Brahman performs them. The Scripture has no 
objection to his doing the actions. 

28 Sankara interprets as As the Sruti 

does not mention but emphasises actions, it is likely 

that it praises actions as compared with renunciation of actions. 
Moreover, Sankara takes ‘ ’ i. e., the Sruti is an 

approval of actions in order to praise tlie Is this praise 

real or not 1 The approval can be real only if the praise of 
the be real. 

Sutra 15 

29. This is also a reply to the opponent’s argument in 
Sutra 2. 

30. qr% seems to be a reference to a Sruti according to 

which actions for a knower of Brahman are not compulsory, but 
voluntary. 0/1 Mu. Upa. III. 1. 4 which mentions the knower 
of Brahman as Rnd again III. 2. 6 in which the 

knowers of Brahman are described as or those who 

have renounced all actions. 

To give an option of choice between a life of actions and 
that of renunciation of actions and to prefer the former [ as 
said in Sutra 14 - ‘ praise of actions ’ ) is the view of 

the Bhagavadgita also. So, may refer to Bh. Gi. See 
in Bra. Su. III. 3. 53, which also seems to refer to the Gita. 

If the above-mentioned Sruti ( Mu. Upa. III. 1. 4 ) which 


39 
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does not deny the Path of Renunciation and yet prefers that 
of Action ( i ), is 
the case with the Bhagvadgigta ( III. 1-8, V. 1-2 ), is referred 
to by this Sutra, we must note that this Sruti in so far as it 
implies an option of choice between and shows 

that or cannot be subsidiary to actions ; otherwise 

the option of renunciation of actions cannot be given to the 
knower of Brahman. 

Sutra 16 

31. ^ — This refers to a Sruti in which the destruc- 
tion of actions is said to result on the attainment of the 
knowledge of Brahman. Mu. Upa. II. 2. 8 says “ 

I ” So on the realization of the Supreme 
Principle [ all ] actions are destroyed. For this reason also 
the knowledge of Brahman cannot be subsidiary to actions. 

32. Sankara takes as and instead of 

taking he takes 

and he also adds that this SRs:;? is 
But, as the context shows, the destruction of only 
the actions is meant in the Sutra. And from that it seems 
to be argued that the knowledge of Brahman cannot be subsi- 
diary to the actions which it destroys. 

Sutra 17 

33. — This means the students, the hermits and 
the ascetics. In the case of these three orders of life, the 
duty lies in reciting the text, but not in doing the actions or 
rites. The celibates are entitled to the text, not to the act. 

So, when they gain the realization of Brahman, the latter 
cannot be subsiduary to action. 

34. Sankara does not take 5 J 5 ^ in the sense of 51 ^ g 
he rather explains in the sense of and adds 

“ By this w'ay, perhaps, he intends to bring out the 

sense that only the ascetics are entitled to the knowledge of 
Brahman. But, would include also students ; and for 

the meaning of as s? g see Bra. Su. I. 3. 27-28. 



SECTION II 


Knowledge of Brahman, not a simple reflection, but something 
to be performed, or rather an Injunction. The unanimity 
of sense of the knowledge of Brahman and Dharma. 

Sutras 111. 4. 18-26 

( I 

( I 

( Rv ) cf«n I 

( ) 3i?r I 

% 

( ^ I 



TRANSLATION 

Jaimini holds the knowledge of Brahman to be a 
thought ; and [ he says ] ‘ It is not of the form of an 
Injunction, because the Scripture denies all actions [as a 
help to the realization of Brahman ]. 18 

Badarayana holds that [ the knowledge of or meditation 
on Brahman is something ] to be performed because of the 
^ruti mentioning the likeness [ of nature of the knowledge 
of Brahman and nature of the action ], 19 

or, rather, that there is an Injunction [ for the 
knowledge of Brahman ], like that of committing the text 
to memory. 20 

If the opponent argues that, “ It is only the glorification 
due to its being received [ in the sacrifice ] ”, we reply, 

“ No, because of its having been not stated in what has 
preceded [ or because of its characteristic of being quite 
new], 21 

and because of the Word of the existence [ of Brahman 
such as is described in the Sruti ].” 22 

If it be argued, “ They are meant for the rite ”, 

we reply, “ No, because [ the Upnisadic stories ] have 
been distinguished [in such ^rutis as Katha Upa. 111. 16-17 
from the stories' ] ; 23 

« and because we construe the unanimity in meaning 
[ of the two parts of Scripture ] in that way ; 24 

and for this very reason there is no need of fire, fuel, 
etc., [ in the knowledge of Brahman ] ; 25 

and all requirements [ for the knowledge of Brahman] 
due to the ^ruti mentioning the Sacrifice, etc., are like 
that of the horse. 26 



NOTES 

Sutra 18 

1. Having established in the preceding Adhikarana that 
the knowledge of Brahman is not subsidiary to actions or 
rites, the Sutrakara now seems to proceed to prove that the 
knowledge of Brahman is not a simple ‘ reflection ’ or ‘ thought ’ 
but it is an object to be performed. 

2. Jaimini who believed that the knowledge of Brahman 

was subsidiary to rites held that it was only a reflection but 
no action, and, therefore, it was not ‘ to be performed, ’ 

like a sacrifice. He held that there can be no Injunction 
which would make the knowledge of Brahman an action just 
as Jyotis^ma is made an action by an Injunction ( 

3. ff— This is the reason why Jaimini believed 
that the knowledge of Brahman cannot be an Injunction or 
an action to be performed. The Sruti rejects actions as a 
means to the knowledge of Brahman. ( 1 ) 

mmt I ( Mu. Upa. I. 2. 12 ). ‘ ' 

may be a reference to the whole of Mu. Upa. I. 2. 1-10, 
Cha. Upa. V. 10, and similar passages. Also, 

( Mu. Upa. III. 1. 8 ). 

In this ^riiti is denied to be a means to the realiza- 
tion of Brahman, though jhdna and dhyana are said to be 
means to it. From this, Jaimini concluded that the knowledge 
of Brahman is no action to be pefrormed ( ). 

4. According to Sankara this Sutra mentions Jaimini’s 
view that Cha, Upa. II. 23. 1 and other texts do not establish 



254 


Imtibpbitatiom 


the existence of the celibate orders of life. But the Sutraksra 
has already mentioned these under the word “ ” 

in Sutra 17, as if nobody doubted their existence. It is 
Sankara who raises a doubt about them in his bhasya on Sutra 
17, perhaps in order to introduce thereby his interpretation of 
Sfltra 18. It was not the business of the Brahmasutras to plead 
fey)' tiis injunction of the orders of life. The Smytis, like that 
of Manu, were ment for it and do it. But here Sankara holds 

^ I 

that the Sutrakara argues that the Sruti lays down the ST|$ms. 

Accordinor to Sankara Jaimini held that in these Srutis 

o 

there is a reference ( ) to other orders of life, but no 

Injunction for them, because in these texts ( i. e. Cha. TJpa. 
II. 23. 1, etc., ) there is no word laying down the srr^TTTS. As 
to the Sruti “ ( Ja. 4 ) Sankara says that 

this discussion of Jaimini proceeds without considering that 
Sruti. As to the question, how can there be a reference to 
the ^Ti^ns if they do not exist, Sankara says, their existence 
is well known from the Sm^ti and practice, but not from the 
Sruti. As to the other question, how is the known, 

Sankara makes Jaimini opine that it is known from the Sruti 
in sc far as it lays down for the householder. 

It is apparent that here Sankara ascribes to Jaimini a 
view which probably he never held. The Brahamasutrakara 
was not bound to discuss whether the were based upon 

Sruti or Smyti and, owing to the Jabala Sruti, there was no 
possibility of the doubt put in the mouth of Jaimini. Saiikara’s 
defence of what he supposes Jaimini to have held is very 
lame. How can there be even a reference to the ^^s in a 
Sruti if another ^ruti did not already establish them. Mm'eover, 
in Sutra 18, there is no suggestion about the Srutis and 
rather the context shows that a question about the 
nature of the knowledge of Brahman is discussed in this 
Adhikarana, sirnsHTs having been taken as granted in Sutra 17, 
and being again mentioned in Sutras 82-34. What is the purpose 
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of mere reference to the 3TI«f*ls if they do not exist ? Sankara 
says, “ «TO*i:ir5 5T How can there be 

of things non-existent ? Moreover, see Sutras 35, 36, 39 
below. These Srutis quoted by Sankara in support of his 
interpretation of ‘ 3TqgR[% ’ do not deny the orders other 
than that of a householder; they simply sanction the latter. 

Sutra 19 

5. Badarayana holds that the knowledge of Brahman is 

something to be performed. He tries to prove this without 
saying that STlrlT^ is a ( a rite ). '*« 

hut also it is not a mere reflection ( ); it is something to he 
performed. This seems to be the view of Badarayana. He 
does not say it is qinsi, but he clearly says, it is See 

also Sutra 34. 

6. — “ Because of the Sruti about the likeness of 

Brahmavidyd to the knowledge of J^SLvm&n.” The reference seems 
to he to Mu. Upa. I. 1. 4-5, “ in which both 

Brahman and Karman are said to be ‘ Vidyas to be known.’ 
The Sutrakara seems to emphasize this similarity between the 
two topics. Brahman and Karman. On this similarity he 
argues that if Karman is Brahman ( or its knowledge ) 

is also 

7. After Sankara adds and he gives 

the reason ^ Both these additions are not even 

suggested in Sutras 18-19 and are not favoured by the context. 
After giving that he gives the mentioned in the Sutra 
viz. Sankara says, ‘ ’ etc., is a Sruti 

referring to as to 

Sutra 20 

8. Jaimini has said that the knowledge of Brahman is 

not of the form of a Now Badarayana says that it is a 

i. c., In Sutra 19 he depended upon in 
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this Sutra he depends upon a about 3nrif917. He refers to 
sentences like sftrTS^Tt I 

( Br. Upa, II. 4. 5 ), ^ !Kg ( Cha. Upa. Ill, 14. 1 ). 

This is a just as the of remembering the text ( viz. 

). The next Sutra gives the reason why 
3TR*TirT5| is a and not a or 

9. Sankara explains the Sutra as ^ 

I But there are very strong objections to interpreting in this 
way the Sruti ( Cha. Upa. II. 23. 1 ) to which Sankara refers 
this Sutra. The greatest fault underlying this interpretation 
of Sankara of. Sutras 18-20, is that he has to say that Bada- 
rayana like Jaimini undertook this discussion without taking 
into consideration the 3n^T3^%»ITSnn??T?:- 

— Sa. Bha. on Bra. Su. III. 4. 
20 ). See also the last sentence of his on Bra. Su. III. 4. 18. 

Another fact to be noted is that Sankara in his bhasya 
on this Sutra (20) adds the ” for proving the 

In fact this is given in the next Sutra. This shows that 
the next Sutra is closely connected with this Sutra. Regarding 
the Sutrakara’s meaning of Cha. Upa. II. 23. 1 see Sutra 32. 

Sutra 21 

10. Some opponent like Jaimini may argue that the 
is only a glorification of the individual soul since it is 

received in the performance of sacrifices. 

11. Badarayana replies that mentioned in the 

Upanisads is “ not known in the earlier texts, ” so, it 
fulfils the condition of being a mentioned in the 

Hence it is not a or ‘ ’ is meant to 

answer the objection of ( Sutra 21 ) and also thereby 

to prove that, like “ RTTrtTT ” is a 

because that is not to be found elsewhere. It was for 
this double purpose that ‘ ' is mentioned in Sutra 21 

instead of in Sutra 20. 
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12. The fact that Sankara takes ‘ as understood 

in Sutra 20 proves that SOtra 20 and Sutra 21 belong to the 
same Adhikarana, 

13. Sankara begins a new Adhikarana with Sutra 21 

This does not seem to us to be correct for the reasons giver 
above. According to him Sutras 21-22 discuss whether Srutis 
like Cha. Upa. I. 1. 3, I. 6. 1, etc., are meant for the glori 
fication of or for Though the question here is 

undoubtedly whether a particular item is ^3% or BrBr, Sutro 
itself does not contain any suggestion for the reference to 
Rather, according to the context the question seems to refer tc 

‘ ’ means “because these Srutis are stated 

with reference to the subsidiary rites of ^tc. “ 

should mean mere ‘ receiving ’ or ‘ being taken ’ or ‘ acceptance.’ 
Here it would be the acceptance of in sacridces. The 

fact that Saiikara takes ‘ ’ as understood proves that 

this Sutra is connected with the preceding one where 
is to be proved. 

Sutra 22 

14. “ ” also proves that is not 

but a ftRr. If ‘ ’ means ‘ ’ as Saiikara holds, 

the Sutra refers to such Srutis as ( ( Bj*. 

Upa. I. 4. 7 ) ; ^ ^ ( Cha. Upa, III. 14. 1 ), etc. If, 

however, means the word of the existence of Brahman 

" I 

or the Supreme Being, which would prove that the Srutis 
about it are not glorification of the individual soul, but really 
express a really existing principle, then the word refers to 
such texts as Upa. 

VI. 2. 1 ); I ( Ka. Upa. VI, 13 ); 

( Tai. Upa. II 6 ). If Brahman really 

exists, the texts about 5T§R are not or glorification, but 

they describe the really existing Brahman. ‘ ’ in the 

sense of the Mimamsa belongs to what a thing really is not. 
ss 
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;cn^ shows that Brahman is really as is described. Generally 
the Sutra uses the word VTF^ in the sense of “ existence ’* 
and does not mean ‘ 

15. Sankara takes in the sense of ‘ ’ 

and quotes such texts as ( Cha. Upa. II. 2. 1 ), 

( Cha. Upa. I. 1. 1 ). 

Sutra 23 

16. Sankara is quite correct in his interpretation of this 

Sutra, if his explanation of ‘ ’ is correct. The fact 

that this Sutra aims at showing that the episodes of the 
Upanis.ads are not meant to be used in the rite, proves 

that the topic of Sutra 18 is continued in all these Sutras. 
In this Adhikarana the Sutrakara tries to prove that is 

3rw5*T or rather a To this an opponent may object by 

saying that the episodes of the Upanisads are like those of 
the rite and, therefore, are meant for the same purpose 

in the sacrifices. The Sutrakara answers this objection by 
pointing out the fact that in Srutis like 

I ^ II II 

I sTUftTs HjT IK^ii 

( Katha Upa. III. 16-17 ) distinguish these ^^s?n?rs from 
those to be recited at the ceremony. 

Sankara explains to mean that only certain 

episodes are useful for the rite and not all, and that 

those have been mentioned in the Thus, Sankara 

also supports the statement which, we believe, the Sutrakara 
makes in Shtra 19. 

Sutra 24 

17. This seems to be the conclusion drawn from the 

arguments in Sutras 19-23. is or rather a 

and only in this way and have unanimity of 

sense; both are similar^ ( see in Sutra 19 ) both teach 
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something to be performed and both lay down Injunctions, 
both are in their own way. It is thus that both are 

parts of the same Scripture. 

The Sutrakara has tried to explain Brahman or meditation 
on it on the lines of the Purvamimaiiisa; see in 

Sutra III, 3. Ij in Sutra III. 3. 5, in Sutra 

III. 3. 18. Both are laid down by independent f^Ris, so both 
are meant for different persons; and, thus, the sense of 
does not conflict with that of There would be 

no ci3;5n^?T?rr if were while wore 

says the Sutrakara. 

Compare with the above view : — 

arai art 5 ^ ar 

arm i ( Br. Upa. I. 4. 15 ). 

The unanimity of a>id is not by subjecting 

one to the other, but by explaining both by means of independent 
fgfkrs and The method of taking STRIT^R as qa:nT^ 

would subjugate it to like that of taking STTR^TR as 

and hence there will be a conflict between the two. 
There would be a conflict also if is made subordinate 

to The best way is to take both as established by 

different This seems to be the view of the Sutrakara. 

This conclusion is supported by Sutras III. 3. 20-24. 

18. The question of CRjgfRtRT, as shown by us, refers to 
the of the two Sciences being parts of the same 

Scripture viz. Sruti or Veda. And generally, ‘ ’ 

should refer to the unanimity of the two parts of the same 
literature. But Sankara explains in Sutra 24 as the 

H^R^^q'fTT of the various episodes tvith the various f^fs taught 
in them individually. In fact, this cannot be called 
because a passage is bound to be consistent with its teaching 
or Lore. According to Sankara, an episode of the Upanisads 
is consistent in sense with its because that episode 
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serTea the purpose of ‘ alluring the student to study 

it ’ or that of “ ease of understanding This 

somewhat strange interpretation of Sutra 24 is due to Sankara’s 
taking Sutra 23 as beginning a separate Adhikarana. 

Sutra 25 

19. qq ^ shows that the same Adhikarana is continued. 

20. Because the of and is 

based on independent fqf^s for each of them, the 3T|rlf9l*l 
does not stand in need of fire or the sacred fires, fuel, etc., 
though it is like If were or 

then the fire, the fuel, ete., would have been required in 
attaining its aim. But it is not so, and the ( unanimity ) 

of the two sections of the Scripture is established by taking 
each of them independently, by independent fqfvTS ; therefore 
requires fire, fuel, etc., but 3T|clT^«T does not need 
those things. 

* • 

21. Sankara takes this Sutra as an independent Adhi- 
karana. This is inconsistent with ‘ a??T g’ ’ which shows 
that this is a oorrolary of the conclusion arrived at in the 
preceding Sutra. 

22. Sankara connects this Sutra with Bra. Su. III. 4. 1 

and remarks, “ (. a® ^9 ^ I a I ^ I ) 

l And Sankara says that 
“ Because the is meant for the achievement of the 

aim of human life, the does not need in fulfilling its aim 

the duties of the order [ of a householder ] viz. the fire, the 
fuel, etc. ”. He says that this Sutra gives briefly the result or 
conclusion of the first Adhikarana of this Pada with the 
intention of saying something further. 

It seems to us that the sense of this Sutra can be well 
explained in consistency with that of the preceding Sutra, 
( and also the succeeding Sutra, see below ), and, therefore. 



Bra. Sv.UI. 4. 18-26 


261 


it is not necessary to connect it with Bra. Su. III. 4. 1. Moreover, 
3lf5r«I, etc,, are not the duties of the order of a householder; 
they are means to those duties. The next Sutra emphasizes 
this point. 

Sutra 26 

23. It was said in Sutra 25 that does not require 

fire, fuel, etc. But there is a Sruti in which are 

said to be the means to the knowledge of Brahman. So, the 
opponent may ask, “ How is this sacrifice which is a help 
to the knowledge of Atman to be performed ? ” The answer 
to this question seems to have been given by the Sutrakara 
in this Sutra ( 26 ). 

24. — This is undoubtedly a reference to a text 

like the one quoted by Sankara, viz. ai?nin 

i ( Bj-. Upa. IV. 4. 22 ). 
This very Sruti is referred to here as is shown by in 

the next Sutra ( i ). 

25. — This seems to be a reference to the descrip- 
tion of the horse given in Bj. Upa. I. 1, viz,, ^ 

ii snort 3Tic»n»9^ 

ll ( Br. Upa. I. l. 1-2 ). The horse of an 

allegorical sacrifice is described here. 

26. €rgfq^r ^ 1 The Sutrakara says that 

all need of the Sruti mentioning ^r*r, etc., as means of 
the knowledge of Atman is like that of the horse described 
in Br. Upa. I. 1, 1—2. The ^ruti mentioning the sacrifice as 
a means does not require the sacred fire, fuel, efc., as said in 
Sutra 25, but it requires to be performed allegorically, not 
physically. In short, a man seeking to know Brahman need 
not perform the material sacrifice, but he should know the 
allegorical or spiritual sense of a sacrifice. Cf, 

sisnw ii^r asm 5?rn 1 

II ( Bha. Gi. IV. 24 ) 
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In the case of the seeker of Brahman, the Sutrakara 

makes a special mention, see Sutra 48 below. 

27. Sankara also says that the requirements of the 

are discussed here. That shows that this Sutra is 

a part of the Adhikarana to which the preceding Sutra belongs. 
According to him, Sutra 25 lays down that no duties of the 
ansnrs are required for the science of Brahman, while Sutra 26 
says that this non-requirement is partial, not absolute. There 
is an inconsistency in this statement and Sankara tries to 
solve it by saying srf^ ^ 

I* To us it appears that there is no such 
inconsistency, because Sutra 25 says that does not 

require fire, fuel, etc., while Sutra 26 explains that its needs 

arising from are like the horse. According to 

Sankara, ‘ ’ means ‘ the need of all STP^trfT^s ’. In 

fact, the utility of in is discussed in Sutra 32. 

So, in Sutra 26, the Sutrakara discusses the na<wre of ?ifrr%8 
needed in as a means to it. The Sruti in question 

( Bx. Upa. IV. 4. 22 ) lays down 

without a reference to Sankara makes a distinction 

between and, let us say, The Sutrakara 

does not seem to mention this. ‘ ’ is explained by 

Sankara in such a way as to get a Scriptural sanction for his 
distinction between and i. c., to show that 

3TtSTJT’i;^s are meant for the rise of the but not for the 

achievement of the fruit of the the by itself produces 

the fruit Sankara says that a horse is not used for the 
cultivation of land, but for driving a chariot only, similarly 
STTWT^s^s are needed for not the but for 

only. From this it would appear as if is lower than 

but we are not to carry the simile so far. The 
simile itself, however, seems to us to he explained hy referring 
the horse to the allegorical horse in Bf. Upa. I. 1. The Sutrakara 
refers to it as if it were well known. 

* The Sutrakara does not seem to make this subtle distinction. 



SECTION III 


Control of the mind, the senses, etc., the very basis. Sacrifice, 
donation, austerity and the duties of the orders of life 
must be compulsorily performed by seekers. Their duties 
in adversity. Optional supperssion of the actbns 
of an order allowed to a Seeker. 

Sutras III. 4. 27-39 

35^^ I 

( I 

( ) 3rf^ ^ I 

( V ( ) I 

( W ) ^ I 

( ^5? ) <r I 

( ) 3r?rf^^ ^ I 

( ) 3r?^T 3 i 

( ^vs ) 3rf^ ^ I 

( I 

( f^irm I 



TRANSLATION 


[A seeker of ‘ release ’ ] should be possessed of 
control over mind, control over senses, etc., but even then, 
because the Injunction for those [ virtues ] is subsidiary 
to those [ means viz., sacrifice, donation, penance, referred 
to in the preceding Sutra ], the latter must invariably be 
performed. 27 

— And the sanction about the food of all [ men ] is 
given on the occasion of danger to life, because the 
Sruti shows it (28), because there is no objection ( from 
the ^ruti ) (29), and also the ^ruti mentions it (30), and 
for this reason the Word applies to what is done with 


reluctance ( in order to save life ) (31). — 28-31 

And the duties of the orders of life should also be 
performed because they are laid down, 32 

and as a help [ to the achievement of Moksa ]. 33 

In any case a seeker of absolution should perform 
only those two because of the twofold indicatory texts. 34 

And the Sruti ' shows the non-suppression [ of the 
duties of the orders of life ], 35 

and, however, also without [ those duties ], because 
it is shown in the Sruti, 36 

and also it is mentioned in the Smrti, 37 

and [ in that case ] spedial favour [ of the Lord on 
the seeker, is mentioned in the Smrti ], 38 

but the other one is superior to this, [ on account of 
Smrti ] and indicatory Sruti. 39 



NOTES 

Sutra 27 

1. refers to g[l*^ 

l ( Br. Upa. IV. 4. 23 ), as 

^aiikara points out. 

2. g— The Sutrakara says that even though one 

may be possessed of as he shall be ( because Br. 

Upa. IV. 4. 23 is a ), he shall invariably perform «ra, 

cT’T^. In the case of orders other than that of a house- 
holder ( see Sutra 48 ), the sacrifice etc., are allegorical, as 
said in Sutra 26. These, sacrifice and other means, are to be 
performed even by those who possess control over mind, 
senses, and other virtues. A householder who possesses 
these virtues should perform the real sacrifices etc., if he seeks 
the knowledge of Brahman. This seems to us to be the 
significance of The difference between the performance 

of by a seeker of the knowledge of Brahman and that 

by another man is that the former is accompanied by 
while the latter is not. The difference in the mental attitude 
behind the performance of sacrifice etc., is the test of the 
thirst for the knowledge of Brahman. In this way, the 
sacrifice which is in the case of sriSUTa other than 

and in the case of becomes a means to the 

knowledge of Brahman. 

3. 5 ff|[q 5 a^lFcr«n— The injunction of is subsidiary 

to that of the sacrifice, donation, penance etc. are 

acquired by the knowledge that Brahman, which one seeks, 
is beyond and caused by action and is such that 
after knowing it, the knower is not stained by sinful actions 
( Br. Upa. IV. 4. 23 ). Sacrifices performed without 


34 
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lead to the increase of desires, but when performed with 
they become means to the knowledge of Brahman. 

This renunciation is also 
the result of and itself results in the attainment of 

the knowledge of Brahman. Thus, the of is 

‘ a part of ’ or is subsidiary to the sacrifice, donation etc. 

4. — ‘ ’ primarily applies to the 

sacrifice, donation etc., rather than to And ‘ ’ 

seems to be a reference to the ( allegorical ) sacrifice etc., 
mentioned in the preceding Sutra ( 26 ). 

5. The Adhikarana consisting of Sutras 18-26 aims 

at proving that 3RrRRT«T is not a but yet it is it 

is not merely a reflection ( q^R?^ ). To prove this, the 
Sotrakara goes even so far as to assert that srrtRR is a fqf^ 
( 20 ), not ^3?^ ( Sutras 21-22 ), nor are the texts about ariRRlR 
meant for RtR'^RSKR. Because it is without being a 

or a rite, ^(rRRR does not require srfitT, etc., the 

sacrifices which are means to SRrRRR are allegorical like the 
horse in By. Upa. I. 1 ( Sutras 25-26 ). Thus, the Adhikarana 
of Sutras 18-26 was meant to explain the nature of 
it is not a reflection but it is something to be performed 
without being a rite or The example is that of the 

allegorical horse. The presence of R in Sutra 26 is indicative 

of the end of the Adhikarana. In the new Adhikarana 

• • 

beginning with Sutra 27, the Sutrakara tells us what actions 
are to be performed ( 3Tg%R ) by a seeker of release as a 
means to the knowledge of Brahman. Thus the topics of the 
two Adhikaranas are also different. For this reason Sutra 
HI. 4. 27 in our opinion begins a new Adhikarana. 

6. Sahkara connects RRifq ^ with what he takes as 
understood viz., an objection against sacrifice etc., being a means 
to the knowledge of Brahman. Thereby he brings out the 
conclusion that the sacrifice etc., are not really the means, but 
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the real help is control over mind, senses etc. But this 
removal of g from its position in the SQtra is not 

legitimate; it cannot be connected with something not mentioned 
or implied in the Sutras. 

— The of is a means to 

^in ‘ ’ means according to Sankara. refers 

to in his opinion. So, control over mind etc., is to be 

invariably performed, not the sacrifice, donation, etc. All this 
interpretation is based upon the supposed context of g. 

in and should refer to what the Sutrakara 

has said in the preceding Adhikarana. can be 

construed only with tr^'lf^s. Saiikara does not tell us how 51*?, 
etc., can be performed. As to the association of *?5r(^ and 
5r*r^?nf^ with the STl^s, see Sutra 32, where the Sutrakara 
for the first time discusses the utility of the sn^s?*? duties. 
I^ahkara interprets ( in etc ., ) 

differently from “ ” ( in stiSTiii 

I ), but we cannot say that refers to anybody 

else but one who desires to know Brahman, as possessd of 
the characteristics described there ; it cannot, indeed mean one 
who has realized Brahman. One should become 5n^, 
etc., because he knows that Brahman to be realized is such as 
neither ‘ increases ’ nor ‘ decreases’ through action, c<c., ( »? 

He gives up and tries to see Atman. 
‘ ^?TTW ’ of the Kanva recension is to be interpreted 

as ^icinw as is given in the JTivqf^sT recension, as 

Sankara himself says. 

. Sutra 28 

7. The preceding Sutra mentioned control over mind 
and senses and other virtues. Connected with this, we find 
the rules of food eatable and uneatable in the Scripture. So, 
in connection with Sutra 27, the Sutrakara discusses that rule 
about food in Sutras 28-31, and then continues the topic of 
what ( actions ) are to be performed by a seeker of absolution 
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in Sutras 32-38. Thus, Sutra 82 being a continuation of Sutra 
27, the intervening Sutras form a parenthetical topic. 

8. It may be argued that if a seeker of Absolution is 
possessed of control over mind, control over senses, cessation 
of all activities ( ) etc., he need not perform the sacrifice 
and other means laid down for knowing Brahman in Br. Upa. 
IV. 4. 22. To this a reply was given in Sutra 27 that the 

was subsidiary to Now on the same 

ground of being subsidiary to it may be argued 

that he need not observe the rules of legitimate and illegitimate 
food, the rules of purification, etc. To this a reply is given 
in this Sutra ( 28 ). 

9. The sanction of all food or food from all persons does 

not follow from the fact that is a subsidiary 

for a seeker of absolution. The eating of all food is allowed 
in his case only on the occasion of danger of losing life 
( srr>llc5r^ ), not otherwise. 

10. — As ^aiikara shows this is a reference to the 

story of qrfSKPT’H ( Cha. Upa. I. 10 ) who ate the pulse 

( 5;«Jnqs ) ‘ from what the rich man was himself eating ’ because 
he ( ) would have otherwise died, but who did not take 
water from what the rich man was drinking because he could 
live without it. in the Sutra refers to ‘ ^ qj 

in Cha. Upa. I. 10. 4. 

11. According to Sankara Sutra 28 begins a new Adhi- 

karana. To us it seems to answer a point arising from the 
fact that the for a seeker is secondary to 

as explained above, and therefore it is a part of 
the same Adhikarana as Sutra 27, though a secondary 
part only as we have explained above ( Note 8 ). According to 
Sankara the is based upon ^rutis like Cha. Upa. V. 

2. 1 and Bf. Upa. VI. 1. 14. To us it appears that these 
texts are referred to by Sutra 29, which therefore shows the 
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way of interpreting them. If we take Sutra 28 as 

3 we can well explain 

why the topic of food is discussed in this context. ‘ ^ ’ shows 
that the topic of Sutra 28 is connected with that of Sutra 27. 
According to Sankara the question is whether the sanction 
for all food is laid down as a a means for the 

knowledge of' Pra^ia or it is only just as and 

he decides in favour of the latter alterative. As Sankara himself 
shows such an argument would be prima facie impossible 
because are laid down by all Scriptures, while 

is opposed by them. Moreover, there is no in the Srutis 
concerned on the ground of which the opponent may base his 
conclusion. So, Sutra 28 should be connected with Sutra 27 
rather than with Cha. Upa. V. 2 . 1 and By. Upa. VI. 1 . 14. 
Though the is subsidiary to it does 

not allow all food as legitimate for a seeker of the knowledge 
of Brahman. 

Sutra 29 

12 . Smrti is mentioned in the next Sutra, 

this ‘ absence of inconsistency ’ refers to the from 

the Sruti. So, seems to be a reference to ;ii ^ 

I ( Cha. Upa. V. 2 . 1 ), ^5 m 

«IR^ t ( Br. Upa. VI. 1 . 14 ). These Srutis show 

that in order to save stiuts, one may eat all food. The important 
point is that these Srutis mention snufj the Sutrakara, therefore, 
says that only on the occasion of danger to life ( STfor ) all 
food is allowed by the Scripture. 

13. Sankara seems to have missed the above point 

altogether. He refers the neither to a ^ruti nor to a 

Smfti. He could not refer it to a Sruti because the possible 
Srutis have been used by him as an argument in Sutra 28, and 
to a Smyti because it is referred to in Sutra 30. If by 

( io his explanation of Sutra 29 ) he refers to 
the Smyti, Sutra 30 becomes unnecessary. 
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Sutra 30 

14. The Sutrakara refers to a Suirti like Manu X. 104, 

quoted by Sankara in order to support his view that even to 
a seeker of absolution the Scripture allows all food only when 
there is a danger to life. “ ^icRctci: ” in the Snaj-ti and the 
fact that ate f:5*TWs from what the rich man was eating 

would rather suggest that * ’ in Sutra 28 means food 

from all; but in fact it is food of all kinds, which would also 
include the food eaten by Usasti. For this reason, the 
Sutrakara seems to refer to 

Ir^ ^ srninw ii ( Manu. V. 28 ) 

This would also better agree with the Srutis in question. 

15. None of these Sutras ( 29-31, see below ) refer to 

Sankara’s conclusion under Sutra 28, viz.^ Cha. Upa. V. 2. 1 
is 9r^I7, •^0*^ ^ proves our view about the 

Sutra 28. 

16. Regarding Sankara’s explanation of Sutra 30, see 
Note 13, 14 above. 

Sutra 31 

17. 3T<TS — ^The Sutrakara seems to draw a general conclu- 
sion from the discussion in Sutras 28-30. 

18. Owing to the fact that all food is allowed when life 
is in danger, we may apply this Word to what actions are 
done ‘ without desire ’ or per force i. e. in order to save life. 

19. naay be a reference to the text mentioned in 

Siltra 28 viz., Cha. Upa. I. 10. In that text when Usasti does 
not drink water from that from which the rich man has drunk, 
he says, “ ^ ” ( Cha. Upa. I. 10. 4 ). So, we may 

say that eating the was against his wish ( ). 

Or, perhaps the refers to a text like “ 

qn ii ” ( By. 
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Upa. V. 14. 8 ); M rTcf^ 'Hicm 

q|»5»TR ?n^ I ( Br. Upa. IV. 4. 23 ), 

(Mu. Upa. III. 2. 9), qiq q;4 jt ( ChS. Upa. 

IV. 14. 3 ), s qR q ?rq^ fejTS i fe*?5 qiqq* 

I ^ artcwq ii aurfiR 

( Tai. Upa. II. 9 ), etc. etc. 

The Sutrakara means that all these Srutis refer to sins 
or violations done by a seeker of absolution against his wish. 

20. It seems that in Sutra 31 the Sutrakara arrives at a 
general conclusion ; and that to this conclusion he refers 
under Sutra 42 ( Vide Sutra 42 ). 

I 

21. Sankara takes 3 I?t: as referring to his conclusion in 

Sutra 28 viz., Cha. Upa. V. 2. 1 is an not a fqf^. 

See Note 16 above, era: should refer to the conclusion in all 
the Sutras. ‘ ' according to Sankara refers to 

q fqqrf a quotation from the Kathaka Samhita as Sankara 
says. This text is, according to him, i. c., 

“ meant to prevent him from wanton 
deeds. ” To us it appears that ‘ ’ means “ all things 

done against one’s wish, ” as shown above. This is supported 
by ^ in the story of Usasti ( Cha. Upa. I. 10. 4 ) 

and by the use of ‘ q;Rq;K ’ in Satra III. 4. 15. 

Sutra 32 

22. Having finished the subtopic of “ duties in adversity ” 

( aiiq^R ) for a seeker of absolution, the Sutrakara now 
resumes the main topic of what actions he should perform. 
Sacrifice, etc., were declared to be in Sotra 27. Now, 

in Sutras 32-33 the Sutrakara says that SfiSTRfiRRls also should 
be performed by him. 

23. 9 ?fq — This word shows that in addition to ^r 

and ?fqsR[^ mentioned in Sutra 27 as qTT^Rqilisi^s the 

duties of the various orders of life are also to bo performed 
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( ) by the aeekers of absolution. The Sutrakara holds 

that only these two types of duties are necessary for the 
seeker of Brahmajhana ( See Sutra 34 ). 

24. ansnT*~A8 no particular order is mentioned it follows 
that persons in all the four orders of life can pursue the search 
after the knowledge of Brahman. The professional duties in 
the case of a seeker are discussed in Sutras 41-46. 

25. T he duties of the orders of life are laid 
down in the Upanisads for a seeker of Brahman. The Sruti 
in question seems to us to be the following 

In this Sruti ?nrec., according to a commentary older than that 
of Sankara, means both the ^l^TST^ and orders ( See 

Sa. bha. on Bra, Su. III. 4. 20 ). The Sutrakara seems to 
us to mean that this ^ruti lays down the for a 

seeker of Brahman, just as Br. Upa. IV. 4. 22, lays down 

cttf: for all seekers of Brahman irrespective of the stages of 
life. ( See Sutra 27 above. ) In any case ‘ ’ means 

‘ laid down in the Upanisads for a seeker of Brahman ’. The 
Sutrakara does not accept any for a seeker of Brahman 
only because it is laid down in the Smyti, If he does, he 
mentions the word Smfti, c. g., in Sutra 43. In the case of 
the professional duties, the Sutrakara mentions two opinions 
according to one of which the professional duties of direct 
concern with the seeker were not allowed in the case of a 
seeker of Brahman though they are laid down hy the Smrti 
(See Sutras 44-45 ). For these reasons, we believe 
refers to an Injunction in an Upanisad regarding the en^iT^R^^s 
as those to be performed by the seeker of Brahman. 

26. According to Sankara, Br. Upa. IV. 4. 22 and Sutra 
26 lay down the 3n^tR)^si;s for a seeker. As no word meaning 
3fT%nT occurs either in that Sruti or in that Sutra, as the 
Sutrakara ( in Sutra 26 ) seems to us to lay down etc,, in 
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an allegorical form ( inconsistent with the Smarta order of a 
householder ), as the same are laid down ( in Sutra 27 ) for 
all the orders seeking absolution, and lastly as the express 
word meaning an order ( ) is found in Sutra 32 and Cha. 

Upa. II. 23. 1 ( ) respectively, we suggest that Sutra 32 

discusses the question of the performance of the duties of 
the various orders in the case of a seeker of Brahman ( See 
also Sutra 34 ). 

According to Sankara this Sutra discusses whether one 
who does not seek absolution should perform the duties of 
the stages or not. The neither known 

from the context, nor from the Sutra and does not come 
within the province of the knowledge of Atman directly or 
indirectly. So, the question is not discussed here at all. 
‘ ’ in the Sutra does not seem to refer to “ 

but it refers to an XJpanisadic text laying down the 
STTWI^^sis for a seeker of Brahman, Moreover, the next 

I ' 

two Sutras go against Saiikara’s interpretation of this Sutra. 

Sutra 33 

27. In the ( Br. Upa. IV. 4. 22 ) it is clearly 

stated that etc., are to be performed as a help to the 

knowledge of Brahman ( sn^Tin I ) but in 

the ( Cha Upa. II. 23. 1 ) it is not stated that 

the duties of the orders are to bo performed by a seeker as a 
means to avoid arqqm or as a to the knowledge of 

Atman, because that Sruti only lays down the as 

consistent with For this reason, the Sutrakara, in 

Sutra 33 makes it clear that are to be performed 

by a seeker as a help to the knowledge of Brahman, not for 
avoiding STrqqr? as is the case when they are performed by 
by the one who does not seek absolution, is given 

by the Sutrakara independently of any Sruti, but consistently 


31 
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with Cha. Upa. II, 23. 1. He does not refer to any Sruti in 
Sutra 33. 

28. According to Sankara Sutra 33 answers a doubt raised 

in Sankara’s commentary on Sutra 32. In itself this is a 
wrong procedure ; and Sutra 33 can be well connected with 
Sutra 32 as we have shown. The fact that refers 

to the performed by a seeker of Brahman 

proves that Sutra 32 deals with the same topic. According 
to Sankara, the for a seeker are laid down 

in Bra. Su. III. 4. 26 and a doubt raised regarding the 
same is replied in Sutra 33. This is indeed very strange. 
Sankara is at great pains to prove that the of 

is not stated with reference to but only as 

regards The Sutra ( 33 ) itself, however, does not 

seem even to distinguish from See 

also in Bra. Su. IV. 1. 16. 

Sutra 34 

29. This Sutra seems to be a summary of Sutras 27-33. 

30. cT means % In any case only 

those two types of actions, viz., as established in Sutra 

27 and as proved in Siitra 32 are to be performed 

by a seeker of Brahman as help to the knowledge of Brahman. 

There is a third ( ) type of mentioned 

in Sutra 47. This is excluded by in % and is made 
optional by In any case, under any circumstances, 

the two types of ^4qi;s mentioned above should be compulsorily 
( ) performed, while the third type of is 

optional ( See in Sutra 47 ). 

31. This refers to ?t ». e. the two types 

of meant by cT So, the expression ‘ ’ 

is a reference to By. Upa. IV. 4. 22 ( Sutra 27 ) and Cha. 
Upa. II. 23, 1 ( Sutra 32 ). 
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32. Sankara takes ^ as a plural form and adds vntf; 

as understood. But as we have shown 5r should be construed 
with as understood because the word ^ in the sense of 

type of actions occurs in Sutra. 32, because a third type 

of optional helping actions is mentioned in Sutra 47, and 
because “ ” in shows that only two types of 

actions are -meant by <t So, we cannot take ‘ ^V- ’ as 
understood and interpret ^ in the plural number. According 
to ^afikara, the question in this Sutra is whether the srfwst- 

performed as by a non-seeker and as belp to 

the knowledge of Atman diflter or not; and ‘ ’ means 

in both the forms i. e., both as 3Tl%nT^ and 
But, ‘ ’ means ‘ compulsion ’ in the ease of the two 

types of actions, as shown by ‘ q%ar ’ which refers to the 
option in the case of the third type of helping actions. 
Sankara holds that excludes the doubt regarding the 

difference in the nature of but it should, according 

to the context, exclude some actions and as shown above it 
excludes a third type of actions ; nor do the 

as interpreted by Sankara expressly mention the sameness 
of Sankara explains ^VR^ffs as and 

and refers them to texts which do not seem to help 
him. Rather refers to two Sruti texts about 79Tf^- 

and Sutra 33 itself shows that the same 

snsiJWKW'fs as are laid down in the Upanisads are to be 
performed as ; and Sutra IV. 1. 16 shows that 

done by a seeker of absolution is meant for 
producing that same effect. 

Sutra 35 

33. ‘ ’ should reffiir to the non-suppression of 

the and mentioned in Sutras 32-33 and 

27 respectively. So, Sutra 35 gives one more reason as to 
why these two types of ^4^8 should be done. But the 
Sutrakara does not accept that for his conclusion, which 
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he, therefore, draws in the preceding Sutra (84). ‘ g ’ in Sutra 
86 also shows that Sutra 35 is to be treated as a 

34. Here we have got the exact distinction 

between the two viz., feff End or ^ or is 

a sentence directly making a required statement. It is of the 
nature of a rule as it were. or ^ means an 

illustration or a description which corroborates the particular 
conclusion. Both and refer to Sruti only. 

Thus, should mean both the types of ( indicatory ) 

fcJrutis; see Bra. Su. III. 2. 11 ( has the same 

sense in Bra. Su. III. 3. 27 ) ; III. 4. 34 ( the present Sutra ). 
This shows that Sankara’s explanation of in the 

present Sutra is not correct. 

For the distinction of and or €1, ?rfl, 
see Sutras I. 3. 15,111. 4. 84-35 (the present Sutras), IV. I. 1-2 
( where seems to correspond to ^*TraL), IV. 4. 20-21. 

35. ^ I — This refers to Sruti texts in which 

seekers of Brahman do not give up performing the duties of 
each 3TTtir*T and particularly those of 

who taught observed both and ^(«fsnE«n- 

«IJI ( By. Upa. IV. 5 ). who learned from 

was a great householder (vT^l^n^: — Mu. Upa. I. 1. 3) “ 
tiitfilint SIfifsiSTs ” are mentioned also in Mu. Upa. III. 2. 10. 

36. Sankara takes this Sutra as an argument for the fact 

that the «nsTJR>3S*Is are to be performed by a seeker as a help 
to the knowledge of Brahman. Thus, for him this Sutra 
supports not the themselves. Moreover, 

he uses the word ‘ ’ for which shows that he 

does not distinguish between and or SRfvpiT?, 

according to him, is not the of but the 

non-suppression of the Atman acquired by means of celibacy, 
through vices like passion etc. ( ) 

). He quotes Cba. Upa. VIU, 5. 3, 
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Sutra 36 

37. ‘ ^ ’ shows that this Sutra does not begin a new 
Adhikarana. g shows that the preceding Sutra is a 

and this Sutra the srfq gives an option between the 

view of Sutra 35 and that of Sutra 36. 

38. Sutra 35 refers to a Sruti showing the non-suppression 

or continuance of the and Sutra 36 

seems to refer to the suppressin of the same by the word 
31?^^ which means ‘ without ’ or ‘ except * ( e. g., q srqt3r!|JT??frj 

). Here STScT’ri would mean “ without the 
” because in Sutra 35, the non-suppression of these 
actions is mentioned. 

‘ ’ means that a seeker does not give up the 

actions of any STT^rir: would show that ho would give 

up the actions of some «rmiI8 and also If he 

gives up those q;^sis, he belongs to another order of life. 

means srfcT?:! ». e., without non-suppression 

». e., with suppression. 

39. — This seems to be a reference to a Sruti in 

which the suppression of the duties of some of the orders of 
life is mentioned, ^JRT t si3ir *1 ^ 

srsim qqr ^ 5 ^ stqaTwiia 

fq#qoTTqiaj i ( Bj-. 

Upa. IV. 4. 22 ). One may not observe a particular STr^HT and 
proceed e. g., from the order of a student to that of an ascetic, 

40. ‘ 8ifq g ’ means “ but also ” without non-suppression 

of So, Sutra 36 gives an option with Sutra 35 

without overruling the decision given in Sutra 34. This means, 

and q^T^qtlrq^s must be performed, but one may go 
from the order of a student directly to that of an ascetic, just 
as he may go gradually from one to another order and 
ultimately reach that of an ascetic. In any case a seeker 
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never remains without as said in Sutra 84, and 

does not necessarily do the actions of all sn^HTS by stages. 

41. Saiikara interprets this Sutra to show that 

for a seeker are not compulsory; but this interpretation is 
against Sutra 34 which makes quite compulsory. 

he does not interpret as ^ ’ but he takes it 

in the sense of siseiTRy^^^one who stands midway in an 
Sankara explains it as referring to ( widows, ) widowers, and 
‘ those who being very poor cannot take to the duties of any 
order of life ’. According to him, the Sutra discusses whether 
such persons are entitled to or not. ‘ ’ refers, 

according to Sankara, to such examples as those of and 
^^^Ff^jbutit is highly doubtful whether they avoided 
at all. The texts in which their names occur ( Cha, Upa. IV. 
1-2; Br. Upa. III. 8, 12 ) do not seem to mean so. and 
had already realized Brahman ; and, therefore, we cannot 
say from the texts that they dropped which are to be 

done as a help to the knowledge of Brahman. Moreover, as 

g shows, Sutra 36 is a modification of Sutra 35. See 
also Sutra 40 which contains a converse of Sutra 36 and 
thereby helps in deciding the sense of Sutra 36. 

Sutra 37 

42. 3iTfq ^ 5511^ — A Smrti text stating the or 

suppression of the duties of some order .or orders of life is 
referred to. Such a text is e. g., the following 

33r I ( Bha. Gi. XVIII. 66 ). This Smyti verse allows 
a seeker ( one who wants to “ submit himself to the Lord 
alone ’* ) to give up “ all duties ” except, of course, that of 
seeking Brahman. 

43. Sankara refers to the examples in the Epic of 

and others who wandered about naked and did not do the 
duties of the orders of life, and yet were great Yogins. 
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Sutra 38 

44 . — We may take ‘ ’ as understood 

from Sutra 37. ‘ ’ means “ special favour This 

seems to be a reference to a text like the latter half of the 
verse quoted above, viz., “ STf HT 

( Bha. Gi,' XVIII 66). The seeker who gives up the duties of 
an order of life, c. g., that of a householder, and takes to the 
higher order for submitting himself to the Lord, receives 
special favour of the Lord. But this is a Smarta view and 
the Sutrakara does not seem to favour it ( See below Sutra 39 ). 

45. Sankara separates and which is rather a 

strange procedure. is interpreted by him in the sense 

of “ special religious duties " and ' 3T3?r5 ’ as ‘ 

srgns: ’ “the favour of the Lore”, The special religious 
duties are those of 3T<|, repetition of a Mantra or the name 
of the Lord, ‘ fasting ’, ‘ propitiation of the 

deity \ etc., duties which, being connected solely with a man, 
can be performed by a widower and others. If a widower and 
such other persons carry out these duties, the Lore favours 
them. Sankara also quotes a verse from the Manu Smyti 
( II. 87 ) which is really meant to emphasize the repetition 
( SPT ) of the the sacred prayer to the Sun. Sankara 

gives a second interpretation of f^5lq, viz., the 
performed even in a previous birth or births. 

Sutra 39 

46. This Sutra shows what is to be preferred between 

^•ifvTvr^ and of the duties of an order of life, between 

the view of Sutra 35 and that of Sutras 36-38. 3 shows that 
the view of Sutra 36-38 is not fully accepted by the Sutrakara, 
just as he did not fully agree with the view in Sutra 35. 
Or rather g shows that the Sutrakara rejects a view that 
regarded the view in Sutras 36-38 as better than that in 
Sutra 35. 
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47. 8i?f: — ‘ than the or suppression of sttstit or 

48. is a reference to a practice in which no efftinT 
is dropped. 

49. — The view that the duties of all stf^qs must 
be performed is superior to that of the suppression of any 
STT^nr. Thus, the Sutrakara finally upholds the view that the 
9T(%nTS are to be performed by turn without dropping any of 
them for 

The Sutrakara seems to have in his mind the famous 
verse of the Bhagavadgita “ Arjuna 

wanted to give up the duties of a house-holder and take to 
or the order of a monk. He was told by the Lord 
that “ the action was better than the non-action The 
Sutrakara interprets this as meaning that if after performing 
the duties of a house-holder fully, one takes to the next 
order of life, it is a better procedure. He does not, of course, 
mean that it is better always to do the duties of a house- 
holder rather than become a monk at all. 

50. This is a reference to the or the Sruti 

in favour of the performance of the duties of mentioned 

in Sutra 34. 

51. Sankara says that is a better means to 

than He quotes a viz., q5«ir SRIf’nf 

l ( Br. Upa. IV. 4. 9 ). In this 
Sruti nothing is said about the or 

He also quotes a Sruti in which a i|[3r is asked to perform 
an atonement if he remains without an order for a year, but 
which says nothing about being a better means for 

the than Perhaps the Upanisads were not 

at all concerned with because the Smrtis had 

condemned them even from the society. 
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No reversion from monkhood and no professional duties 
for Monks except of a subordinate nature and 
that too in Adversity only. 

Sutras 111. 4. 40-42 

TRANSLATION 

But one who has become that [ ascetic ] should not 
become other than that ( L e., should not revert to 
the original order ), [ in the opinion ] of Jaimini also, 
because of the rule, difference in the nature of those 
orders, and non-existence or absence, 40 

and [ he, who has become the ascetic, should ] not 
[ perform ] even official [ or professional ] duties because 
of their disconnection ( from him ) due to the Smrti about 
the spiritual fall. 41 

However, the followers of a certain Branch of the 
Veda mention the subordinate or side existence ( upapurvam 
bhavam ) [ of professional duties in the case of a monk ] 
as they mention ‘ eating ( beans ) this has been explained. 42 


s« 



NOTES 

Sutra 40 

1 . In Sutyas 36-38, it was said that one who seeks Brahman 
may become a monk from the stage of a student without 
having lived the life of a house-holder. It may be argued that 
in the same way one who becomes a monk for the sake of 
getting the knowledge of Brahman may cease to belong 
to that order and become a house-holder. This view is refuted 
by the word ‘ 5 ’ in Sutra 40. 

2 . »r — One who has become that ( ». e. 

a monk ) should not become not-that ». e., other than that, 
i. e., he should not become a householder again. 

3. Jaimini also holds this view as does the Sutrakara. 

4. — These are the reasons why having 

belonged to the order of monkhood one cannot revert to an 
original stage, is the rule that from a preceding stage 

one can go to a succeeding stage of life. 3T5T^i| seems to 
refer to the difference of nature between the various orders 
viz., that a student is unmarried, that a house-holder is married, 
that a hermit has given up residence in the city and taken 
to the forest, that a monk has no wife with him. ‘ STYn? ’ 
seems to be the absence of a rule allowing a reversion ; thus, 

means On account of these reasons, one who 

becomes a monk is not allowed to revert. 

5. According to Sankara, this Sutra discusses the question 

whether the celibate orders of life are likely ‘ to fall ’ under 
any circumstances or. not. Thus, he takes as 

but as “ ?r 5 r?i: To explain 

Sankara quotes several sentences like 

( Cha. Upa. II. 23. 1 ), 

( Ja. Upa, 4. ), and remarks that these Srutis 
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refer to the rise of the seeker, but there are no Srutis about 
his fall. ‘ ’ he seems to explain by saying “ *r 

“ That there are no Srutis about his fall ”, 
seems to be Sankara’s meaning of “ STvm Thus, Sankara 

says that for one who has become an ( either a life- 

long student, or a monk, or, we should add, a hermit ) there 
is no possibility of his ) through passion 

( ) or through a desire to perform religious rites 

of a previous stage ( ). 

To us it seems that in Sutra 40, the Sutrakara makes a 
rule that having assumed a succeeding order one should not 
revert or rather having become a monk one should not go over 
to another order than that, because he ( the Sutrakara ) wants 
to guard against a seeker’s spiritual fall. Simply by the fact 
that a seeker assumes the order of monkhood nobody can 
guarantee that his fall would never occur or that he would 
always progress well. Rather, in order that this latter aim be 
achieved, the Sutrakara advises in this Sutra that the monk 
should never revert to another order than that. He does the 
same in the next Sutra also ( see below ). 

Sutra 41 

6. ‘ g’ ’ shows that this Shtra is connected with the 
preceding Sutra. So, the sentence is to be construed as 

Therefore, this Sutra ( 41 ) does 

not begin a new Adhikarana. 

7. With this word we should take “ 

as understood because in this Pada the topic is that 
of the %^s to be done by a seeker of Brahman and was 
the topic in the preceding Adhikarana. Sutra 34 means 

I. 

8. As it is the same Adhikarana along with Sutra 41, we 

have the sense: ^ One 

who has become a monk cannot perform even the official 
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duties. ‘ ' means “ official ” or “ professional ”, that 

which refers to or office. The word is similarly explained 

by Sankara in Bra. So. III. 3. 32 and IV. 4. 18. See also 
Sutra 43 where “ ” refers to in this Sutra 

and in Sutra 42. 

9. srfq — ‘ also ’. This word shows that a monk can 
neither revert to his original order of life nor can he perform 
the duties of that order i. e., the order of a house-holder. 
Both these are not allowed to a monk. 

10. ‘ ’ should refer to ^ ” the 

official duties ”. The monk seeking absolution is to be disso- 
ciated from official duties also, as from a reversion to his 
original order, A seeker of Brahman may be in the order of 
a householder ( See Sutra 32 ), but if he becomes a monk, 
he cannot return to the original order ( g «fT?T5fra': ), 
because in that reversion lies the danger of his spiritual fall. 
Similarly he should not perform the official duties because 
these have been dissociated from him on account of the Smfti 
about the spiritual fall. 

11. ^rrJng*Tl»ng— Some Smrti text mentioning the ‘ fall ’ 
of an ascetic is referred to by this. Manu Smjti VI. 58 may 
serve as such a verse : — 

On account of such Smrtis, the Sutrakara dissociates ‘ official 
duties ' from the ascetic. 

12. According to l^ankara, Sutra 41 begins a new Adhi- 

karana, but as ‘ ?r ’ shows this Sutra is, we suggest, to be 
taken along with the preceding Sutra, and ‘ ’ from 

that Sutra is to be connected with if He takes 

Sutra 41 as referring to the Section of Adhikaralak^^a in 
Jaiminisutm VI. 8. 21. ^atlkara was led to this belief only 
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because the word ' ddhikdrika ’ occurs in this Sutra ( III. 4 . 41 ); 
but, as shown above, it should mean ‘ official ’ or ‘ professional 
and should be connected with the same word elsewhere in the 
Sutras, where Sankara explains it in the sense of ‘ official 
Moreover, it looks very improbable that the author of the 
Brahmasutras would criticise the Jaiminisutras on a point 
which does not at all form a part of the Vedanta doctrine. 
Sankara connects “ ” with the word ‘ ’ taken, 

as understood, but the context shows that the word ‘ ^ ’ 
should be taken as understood. This ' adhyah^ra ’ is supported 
by all these Sxitras viz., III. 4., particularly III. 4. 42, 43. 
feaiikara changes q<TW into ‘ ’ may 

mean “ a Law Book ” like that of Manu, or a text like the 
Mahabharata. According to Sankara’s interpretation 
in Sutra III. 4. 41 becomes almost redundant. Saiikara’s 
explanation of this and the following Sutras shows that accor- 
ding to his interpretation no topic of the Vedanta doctrine 
proper is discussed here. 

Sutra 42 

18, ‘ ’ as in Sutra 36, shows that this Sutra is a 

modification of the view in the preceding Sutra. 

14. ‘ ’ means the existence of professional or 

official duties and is used in opposition to ^ ’ in the 

preceding Sutra. 

15. — The word as well as the word 3T5T»T 

seem to us to be a clear suggestion for the Sruti referred 
to by in this Sutra. It is very likely that here the 

Sutrakara refers to Cha. Upa. I. 10-11, particularly 

'srqtqfqqqr W fH Sl^?rngq!^ ( Cha. Upa. I. 
10, 8 ). To this passage ( particularly to ‘^qtq^45l’ ) we propose 

to take ^ in as referring ( For see below ). 

16. ‘ ^q^ means 

By this expression the Sutrakara not only gives a clue to 
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the Sruti he has in mind, but he also gives, it seems to us, 
his own interpretation of that Sruti. He seems to mean that 
“ if a seeker of absolution has to do professional or official 
duties, they should be i. c. of a subordinate or subsidiary 

nature. ” ‘ ^ ' has this sense of subordination e. g. in the 
famous illustration “ ” ( Sk. on P&nini I. 4. 87 ). 

The preposition ^q may also mean “ superiority " e. g., in 
“ ^ ^iqfqnrn And this sense may have been as 
well intended by the Sutrakara in “ ^qtji Thus, the 

Sutrakara interprets ‘ ^qtq^'q^T ’ to mean that 
did not actually act as a priest in the sacrifice of the rich lord, 
but he only supervised over the other priests that were actually 
officiating there; so, this kind of secondary performance of 
professional duty may be allowed in the case of a monk ( ) 
under the conditions implied by 

17, 3T5[r*iq?t_ — This has a reference to the fact that in 

case of dire necessity grqf^ ’sriqjtqof had to eat beans out of 
what remained after the owner of the elephant (?vq) had 
partaken of the same. This did only because otherwise 

he would have died. He, however, refused to drink ‘ impure ’ 
water, because it was not necessary to save his life. 

18. — This is undoubtedly a reference to Sutra III. 

4. 28, viz., SHOTRqq I There £3ahkara rightly 

explains ( in Sutra 28 ) as referring to the story of 

(Cha. Upa. I. 10). But, somehow or other, 
perhaps due to the loss of tradition, he fails to realize that 
in Sutra 42 is a reference to the eating of beans by 
and that Sutra 42, therefore, refers to the 

explanation of the eating of the beans by ^jqf^ given in 
Sutra 28 and to the rule laid down by the Sutrakara in Sutra 
31 ( 1 )• Thus, the Sutrakara says that some 

hold that a monk may perform official duties of a subordinate 
nature only when otherwise he would die. qfPRtqtij 

was a seeker of absolution and perhaps be was not a monk 
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but a hermit with his wife, like Yajfiavalkya with Maitreyi, 
but yet, owing to dire necessity performed official duties of a 
secondary nature ( ). The Sutrakftra applies this 
illustration to the case of a monk or even a hermit, because 
‘ ’ can be interpreted as referring to both without any 

difficulty. 

19. Sankara interprets in the sense of ^qq|^<R 

and here, too, the topic of the Sutra as given by him, though 
important for the discipline of students, has nothing to do 
with the Vedanta doctrine. The discussion of the relative 
sinfulness of a confirmed celibate co-habitting with any other 
woman but his teacher’s wife is quite out of place in. the 
Brahmasutras. He explains as and 

as the case in which a student who eats honey and 
meat ( ) breaks his vow and is made to undergo a 

second initiation ceremony. He explains as a reference 

to Jai. Su. I. 3. 8-9. 
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Duties of a Seeker who is outside monkhood. 

Sutras III. 4. 43-40 

( ) «r^w«iTsfq i 

( »« ) i 

( «H ) I 

< I 

TRANSLATION 

But outside [ the order of hermit and that of monk 
a seeker of the knowledge of Brahman may live ] even in 
both the ways, because of the Smrti text and because of 
the practice. 43 

“ [ He should do the work ] on behalf of a master, 
because of the ^ruti which says that the fruit [of whatever 
a servant does, belongs ] to the master so says Atreya. 44 

“ [ He should do only ] priestly duties [ at a sacri- 
fice ] ”, so says Audulomi, “ because those duties are fully 
bought over ( qfi: ) for him, ” 45 


I 

“ and because of a Sruti.” 


46 



NOTES 

Sutra 43 

1. ‘ ’ is opposite of ‘ ’ i*^ Sutra 40. The 

previous Adhikarana stated what the seeker of Brahman who 
has become a hermit or a monk should do; this Adhikarana 
seems to us to say what a seeker who is outside those orders 
should do. 

2. ‘ g ’ shows that the rule in the preceding Adhikarana 
is not accepted in the case of one who is outside the order 
of a monk. 

3. — This has a reference to the two forms of 
duties, primary and secondary, official or professional duties, 
mentioned in Sutras 41 and 42. A house-holder who seeks 
the knowledge of Brahman may do even both these types 
of duties. 

4. — The Smytis like that of Manu lay down 

certain duties for the householders of all the three castes. 
These professional duties may be done by a householder 
seeking Brahman. Smyti may refer to the illustrations of 
srisrfls and in the Mahabharata. ‘ may be a 

reference to the practice of persons like Yajfiavalkya who 
taught Janaka and accepted rich gifts from him when he was 
a householder and a seeker of absolution. 

5. Sutra 43 seems to be the view of Badarayana himself, 
while the views of other famous teachers on the same toinc 
are mentioned in Siitras 44-46. 

6. Saiikara says that if members of the celibate orders 

commit either or they should be excommunicated 

by the good. Thus, he takes as ; he does not 
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make it refer to in Sutra 40. He takes as referring 

to and though only is mentioned in 

Sutra 42 according to his interpretation. He quotes Smfti 
verses and refers to the practice of the good regarding the 
celibates who commit the great and small sins. 

Sutra 44 

7. This Sutra seems to us to give the opinion of Atreya 
as to what actions a seeker of Brahman outside the order of 
monk should do. 

8. — Atreya thinks that one who seeks Brahman 

but has not become a monk should not do any official or 
professional, primary or secondary duties on his own account, 
but he may do such duties on behalf of a master. Thus, any 
twice-born of the three castes, seeker of Brahman, would be 
allowed to do any duty of his own caste, e. g., a Brahmana 
householder who seeks absolution may do and 

on behalf of a master; similarly a and a 

may do their own professional duties under a master when 
they are householders seeking absolution. 

9. — Atreya refers to a Sruti stating the fruit of 
the labour of a servant as going to the master in support of 
his view. 

Atreya seems to have in his mind some Sruti which was 
like the following verse from the Manusmyti or which he 
interpreted like it ; — 

l 

^ ( Manu VIII. 416 ). 

^ 5 II K% II sTRicn s I ^ 

ll ll ( Cha. Upa. I. 2. 13-14 ). 
i> ^ ^ m 

II ’Ml ( Cha. Upa. I. 7. 8-9 ). 
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These are «K 55 ^f^s. They state that the belongs to the 
master and not to the employed. From these, Atreya seems 
to have argued that because belongs to the master, a 
house-holder seeking absolution should do all professional 
duties on behalf of a master. But he should not do any duties 
on his own behalf, because that would lead to spiritual fall. 

10. According to Sankara Sutra 44 begins a new Adhi- 
karana and has nothing to do with the topic of the preceding 
Adhikarana. The subject of the Sutra he holds to be whether the 
minor meditations are the actions of the Sacrificer or those of the 
priest. The conclusion according to Atreya, interpreted by 
Sankara, is that the 3T^qT^«Ts are the duties of the Sacrificer, 
not of the priest. By q;5r^% he quotes a line from the Cha. 
Upa. which does not state that the arift’lISER's are the actions of 
the Sacrificer, but which rather says that the fruit goes to 
the priest who performs the minor meditation or to the 
Sacrificer if the priest would so wish. Therefore, Sankara 
finds it necessary to give an argument (cT^S 

^ ^qr^ I ) to prove that the 3Tfftqt^«rs 
are done by the Sacrificer. The Sruti itself does not serve 
his purpose, ar^qt^^s of the stfrfqiTr are mentioned in Sutras 
III. 3. 55 ff; the Sutrakara was not likely to discuss the 
STfftqi^s of the secrificial ri£es for their own sake. 

Sutra 45 

11. Audulomi held that the Brahmana householder seeking 

absolution should do only priestly duties ( ) on 

behalf of a master, but not those of teaching and reoeivino' 
religious gifts ( ar^qiqq and ). 

12. qRf^q^ — It is only for the priestly duties 
that a Brahmana is bought and employed by a Sacrificer. He 
is not bought for the purpose of teaching or any other purpose. 
The Brahmanas never taught for fixed fees, Audulomi held that 
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the only professional duty for a Brahmana householder ( who 
being a householder was outside the order of monkhood and) 
who was seeking absolution, was that of a priest, because 
only for that duty a Brahmana was employed on service. 

13. According to Sankara Audulomi held that the 

of ritualism were not the duties of a Sacrificer, but of a priest, 
because a priest was employed to do them. “ ” he takes as 

the entire rite together with its subsidiary parts. 
Sankara does not think that mentioned here is one of 

the or official duties mentioned in Sutra 41 and 

declared to be done by one who is outside the order of 
Monkhood in Sutra 43. There is no negation in Sutra 45 but 
Sankara takes one as understood. 

14. Atraya gave a wider option, in as much as he allowed 
a householder — seeker of absolution to do all duties on behalf 
of a master. Audulomi made the range of official duties limited, 
because he allowed only the priestly duties to be done. His argu- 
ment is that only for priestly duties can a Brahmana be bought. 

Sutra 46 

15. — In Sutra 45 Audulomi reffered to the practice 

-O * , , . 

that a Brahmana was employed to do priestly duties. In this 
Sutra he quotes a Sruti in favour of his argument. The Sruti 
in question is that about a priest being employed and paid 
fixed salary for doing priestly duties at a sacrfice. ^ 

II II ^ ?r®5r 

^ ff?T f ?T5WTH ^5^ II ^ II 

( Cha. Upa. I. 11. 2-3 ). Also 



( By. Upa. I. 3. 25 ). These Srutis show that a priest is 
employed for the priestly duties. 

Does Sutra 46 refer to a Sruti in which a Brahmana 
householder seeking absolution does priestly duties only ? 
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16. It may be noticed here that Sutras 43-46 ask a house- 
holder seeker of liberation to do those duties which he can 
without earning a religious reward ( e. g., heave'n, or wordly 
property in the next life or even in this life ) for himself. 
He is to do them only for his master. We may compare this 
view with that of the Bhagavadgita which asks a seeker to 
do all his duties distinterestedly i. e., without the expectation 
of a reward or by dedicating the actions to the Lord. 

Cf. ^ I 

^^5 II Bha. Gi. III. 19. 

and I 

JT ^ »TiqiT ll Bha. Gi. V. lO. 

17. Sankara quotes Cha. Upa. I. 7. 8-9 and says that 
according to thatSruti the fruit of a meditation (^5^l*r=3T|ftqnEnT) 
in a rite performed by a priest belongs to a sacrificer. 



SECTION VI 


The Injunction of other helping action's, is optional 
except in the case of a householder. 

Sutras 111* 4. 47-50. 

( «« ) 1 

( 1 

( 1 

( Ho ) 1 

TRANSLATION 

[ P0RYAPAK.SA] — The Injunction of other helping 
means is to be regarded as optional and is a third type 
of duties, like the Injection, etc., [ for action ] in the case 


of one who has [ committed ] that [ text to memory ]. 47 

[ Siddhanta ]— But a collection [ of those optional 
means ] should be made by the householder because of 
his completeness, 48 

because of the teaching about other helping means, 
like that of silence. 49 

[ ‘ Silence ’ means ] “ without making a show [ of 
his learning ] ” because of the connection [ of words ]. 50 



NOTES 

Sutra 47 

!• Two helping means have been mentioned in 

Siitras 27, 32 and particularly in Sutra 34 viz., the sacrifice etc,, 
and the duties of the orders of life. A third type of helping 
action is mentioned in this Sutra, 

3. <1^01 — This third type of helping act or acts is not 
compulsory ( ) like the other two ( Sutra 34 ) but it is 

optional or is only partly helpful ( ). 

3. — It seems to us that the understands 

only one by this word viz., This is 

suggested by ?r§5T> in which refers to 

JTTRR^r: in Sutra 12 ( See also Sutra 6 ), and also by the fact 
that the Siddhantin points out that other helps also are 
taught in the Scripture ( Sutra 49 ). In 

I ( Bf. Upa. IV. 4. 22 ). 

qqigq^q is mentioned as a for knowing Brahman. 

Out oi these, have been already considered ; among 

other acts the duties of the orders have also been discussed. 
The says that this other viz., is a 

secondary one ( q^lrvr ), 

4. — This is an illustration of a secondary 
One who has committed the text to memory is 

asked to perform sacrifices; the performance of sacrifices 
depends mainly upon his life as a and other circumstances ; 
so is itself a secondary help to the performance of 

sacrifices, ‘ cT5?tj iqRr: ’ is undoubtedly a reference to Sutras 
6 ( qaaV i ) and 12 ( | ). By cT^ in 

in this Sutra, the Sutrak&ra seems to us to suggest what 
is meant here. It is, of course, or 

as said in the feruti ( Br. Upa. IV. 4. 22 ), 
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By aiTlI^ in Sutra 7 and Sutras 13-15 seem to 

have been referred to. Doing of actions according to I§a, 4 is 
a ^ or so practicising or performing other 

actions than the two mentioned in Sutra 14 is also or 

Sutra 15 points out that the performance of actions is 
optional; so the Purvapaksa argues that the performance of 
other is also optional. 

5. According to Sankara- this Sutra discusses whether 
silence ( in Br. Upa. III. 5.1) is laid down as an Injunction 
or not. and are and is 

And by “ ” the Sutra lays down as a 

But this seems to be impossible because and other 
are mentioned for the first time in Sutras 49-50. Moreover, 

' g ’ in Sutra 48 shows that Sutra 47 is to be treated as a 

Again, ‘ ’ implies that meant here is 

‘ ’ is explained by Sankara as 

I. Thus, Siankara 

connects tl%nr with but it seems to us that ‘ 

should be taken as the construction, so that the Sutra 
makes this Injunction only partly or optionally applicable ; this 
view is supported by in Sutra 34, and by the illustrations 

in and by the next Sutra ( 48 ) which makes 

this compulsory for a householder. ‘ ’ is 

taken by Saiikara as meaning that is the third as compared 
with and qTf^f?T ; but ‘ ’ is connected with the 

two actions ( and ) mentioned in Sutra 34. He 

separates and but this is inconsistent with 

Sutras 6, 12, 13-15 which are undoubtedly referred to by q^qV 
Sankara connects qg[q: with his explanation of 
^ara[«I^5qtf¥q: i. e., the is for q^qf^ i. e , a 

This is the sense he makes out from his construction of q5[q5 
with ^5;5Kiq?q?:fqfvr:. Moreover, how can we explain q^q; as 
fqfqqq: and the latter as ^ifqifeq; ? ‘ ^ ’ in qg^q; should 
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refer to something in the Sutra ( viz., which is meant 

by ) and * * is not mentioned in the Sutra. 

Otherwise, “ ” should be taken as a known 

illustration, in the light of which is to be 

explained, as we have proposed above. Moreover, all those 
who have got the knowledge need not be only monks according 
to the Sutl^kara ( See Sutras 32, 42 ). Saiikara seems to 
explain ‘ ’ in a different way also, if 

is his first interpretation of q^or. Thus, is to 

be connected with And for this last explanation 

he takes ‘ ’ as an illustration. He refers this 

to “ q^ ” which is not fqfvnrqiq, yet 

which should be taken as a fqf^. Similarly, he says, the 
Sruti ( Br. Upa. III. 5. 1 ) is not principally a but yet 

it has to be construed as 

Sutra 48 

6. ‘ g ^ shows that the view in Sutra 47 i.s not accepted 
by the Sutrakara. In that Sutra, the opponent argued that 
the Injunction of the other helping act m., %^|vqqq, was optional. 
The Sutrakara does not agree with him so far as the order 
of a householder is concerned. 

7. ’ji|[nitq^5T^5 — The Sutrakara says that a householder 

must collect the other in his case it is not 

optional. To those in the other orders of life the Sutrakara 
agrees to give an option in the case of 

8. — This is one reason why the householder 

is not given an option regarding He is ‘complete’ 

( in all things; and, therefore, he should completely 

carry out the for the knowledge of Brahman. Thus, 

bis completeness is the reason why he is not allowed any 
concession regarding the helps to the knowledge of Brahman. 

9. According to Sankara, this Sutra answers a question 


z» 
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why the Cha. Upanwad is brought to an end by the mention 
of a householder (in Cha. Upa. VIII. 15. 1 ). This question 
arises, says Sankara, because if the of the Cha. Upa. is 

meant to show the importance of the householder, the monk 
loses his importance. It seems to us that Sankara has totally 
missed the meaning of the word ‘ ’ lo this Sutra. It 

has here very probably the same meaning as in 
I (Bra. Su. II. 1. 24 ) and 

^ I (Bra. Su. III. 3. 5). means “collecting the 

helps for one particular purpose,’' here the purpose being the 
knowledge of Brahman. ‘ g ’ means a * qualification ’ or 
‘ distinction ’ of the householder, viz., that the householder is 
particularly ‘ ’ while members of the other orders are not 

or complete. But or completeness of the house- 

holder, in the opinion of Sankara, consists in the great burden 
laid upon the householder, viz., that he is asked to do sacrifices 
and other duties which are many and which involve much trouble 
and hardship and also he is asked to observe non-injury to living 
beings, control over senses, eic., which are in fact the duties of the 
other orders of life. It is because of this great burden (^c^tWRR^) 
that the Cha. Upa. is concluded ( ) with the mention 

of a householder. This does not mean that ho is superior to 
a monk, says Sankara. To us seems to mean the 

facilities, rather than the hardships of a householder, as 
compared with the wants and scarcity of a or an ascetic. 

The householder has a family, he carries out his own professional 
duties, he enjoys so many other privileges. All these are 
wanting in the case of a monk. Because of this “Completeness” 
he is not given the concession shown to others. 

Sutra 49 

10. This Sutra gives another reason why a householder 
should carry out all the ^ g ^Rq^s to the knowledge of [Brahman 
( ). There are some H^f^s which can be performed 

only by a householder, who is a seeker of absolution. Theso 
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were not noticed by the opponent in Sutra 47 ; so the Sutrakara 
seems to draw his attention to them, in this Sutra, and to argue 
on that ground that a householder should collect them. 

^iNf^—This is a reference to Br. Upa. IIL 5. 1 viz., 

“ I sn^j jWiTwra 

ar fwlr’wn 

sna^: qiPi^rir Nia 

^ a 5r 3^^ a I ” In this 

Sruti several helps to the knowledge of Brahman are taught. 

12. ‘ ’ seems to mean ‘ others ’ than that referred 

to by the opponent -in Sutra 47. “ ;^ii ” is an example of 
“ these others, ” and it serves to help us in identifying the 
Sruti in question. The opponent had not taken these into 
consideration and the Sutrakara points to them as an argument 
why a householder who seeks absolution should collect all 
the helps to it. 

If a seeker gives up the desire for a son, the desire for wealth 
and the desire for heaven, he becomes a hermit or a monk. When 
a householder becomes disgusted with scholarship, with !r(5^ 
(show of his strength of conviction) and even with the conscious- 
ness of the fact that he keeps quiet inspite of his learning, 
as did Yajftavalkya, he becomes a monk. ( For the meaning 
of see Cha. Upa. VII. 7-8 where is said !to be a 
higher manifestation of Brahman than ) One is asked 

to be disgusted with 3^5T also; and this applies chiefly to the 
order of the householder who living in the people would keep 
quiet about his knowledge ( Sutra 50 ) but would think too 
much of his quietness and is therefore advised to be disgusted 
with this self-consciousness of quietness. In fact SUtra 50 is 
meant to show how also applies to a householder. 

13. ‘ tdfq ’ shows that not only is a 

( a help in addition to ^791% and ) but also 

and are to be taken in the list of which 

form a third type of helps. 



300 


Iktibpritation 


14. Because mfi g w , and ^s| are 

laid down in the ^ruti, the householder should collect all these 

to the knowledge of Brahman. The Sfitrakara seems 
to mean that trrfvscnr, and ^«r are helps useful chiefly 

to the householder and therefore he should collect them. This' 
is a second reason for his collecting the ^r^^Rsis which are 
optional to other orders of life. 

15. According to Sankara Sutra 49 is intended to 

establish that all the four orders are taught in the Scripture 
without distinction. Thus, according to him Sutra 49 is only a 
repetition of Sutra 26 as interpreted by him. From his inter- 
pretation of Sutra 49, he draws a conclusion viz., the four 
orders may be accepted all of them or some of them, but this 
conclusion is not mentioned in the Sutra itself. ‘ ^«| ’ is 
explained by him as the order of monk, but this is inconsistent 
with Sutra 50, which shows that is ‘keeping quiet about 
one’s knowledge’ and with the fact that according to the 
Sutrak&ra a householder is to collect as a help to the 
knowledge of Brahman. means ‘ «r,’ 

thus he adds though it is not mentioned in the Sutra. 

The word ‘ ’ ‘ stated in the Sruti ’ is also not found in 

the Sutra, though can be interpreted as “ 

‘ is taken by Sankara as referring to eTRST^^and 

inspite of the plural number, which he tries to explain by 

saying “ 

%% This is hardly satisfactory. Moreover, 

should mean “ others than ” what is stated in the preceding 
Sutras of the Adhikarana, t. e., other or helps than 

the one meant in Sutra 47. And lastly the ablative case of 
^q^5n^ should serve to establish like the same of 

in SOtra 48. 

Sutra 50 

16. This Sutra is intended to explain and thereby, 

it seems to us, to show bow is applicable chiefly to ^ 

bousebolder» 
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A grhastha seeker may perform worldly duties also, though 
not as help to his knowledge of Brahman. 

Sutra 111. 4. 51 

TRANSLATION 

C One who is outside the order of asceticism and 
who seeks Moksa, may do ] the worldly duties also in 
order that there be no obstruction in what he has already 
begun; because we find such examples ( in the Upanisads ). 51 



NOTES 

Sutra 51 

1. In this Section we should take as understood 

from Sutra 42. Also, the is mentioned in Sutra 48. 

2. What is the ? We suggest that <11$ is 

implied. The context throughout this Pada is that of actions 
or duties to be done by a Mumuksu. In Sutra 47, 

means ^ ; in Sutra 49 means 

in Sutra 41 and in Sutra 42 have been 

shown by us to refer to ^ to be taken as implied. Vide 
also our Notes on Bra, Su. III. 4. 32. 

3. — This word shows that in addition to the two 

types of actions viz., the professional and subsidiary duties 
which a gfhastha seeker is allowed to do ( in Sutra 43 ) 

and also in addition to the which he is asked 

to perform compulsorily ( Sutra 48 ), he should do also the 
worldy duties, like the marriages of his own children, the 
investiture of his sons with the sacred thread, etc. 

4. 8Tsn53<TJli^^^ — The gfhastha Mumuksu is here allowed 

to do himself these kinds of really worldly duties in order 
that there be no obstacle ( ) in the worldly life which 

he has begun ( ). The other duties viz., ( SOtra 

III. 4. 26 ), ( Sutra. III. 4. 82 ), the third type of 

^ 5^.8 ( Sutra III. 4. 47 ) are to be done by the gyhastha 
Mumuksu in order that they be useful to him in the attainment 
of Moksa ; but the worldly duties like the sons’ investiture 
with the sacred thread, etc., are to bo done by him in order 
to avoid any hindrance in his wordly life. 

5. ?Tf 5 l%I^—This refers to the examples of Yajflavalkya 
and others who sought Moksa but who when grhasthas 
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continued doing their worldly duties. Thus, Yajnavalkya was 
going to divide his property between his two wives before he 
thought of renouncing the world. The example of 
who maintained his wife can also be given. 

6. Sankara takes as tcf^ and in fact 

the single word means to him ‘ ^ 

*. e., ‘ The reward of the Lore of Brahman is achieved in 
this very life. ’ We find no justification for his changing the 
sense of ( “ in this world ” to “ in this life ” ) and for 

his addition of which is not even suggested by the 

context of the Adhikarana or the Sutra. Moreover, Sankara 
explains as He takes srE3?r 

as which is the topic in hand in Bra. Su. III. We must 

also say that if refers to the book of Brahmasutra 

then it can refer to but how can we be sure that 

refers to the book of Brahmasutra ? Rather, should 

refer to what is begun in the life of the seeker who is out- 
side the order of monkhood. Again, if we take si^g?r as 
fq?IT^q!T, then the ^ means “ 

thus arfq will have to be 
interpreted as which is not the sense of srfq at all. grfq 
means also and will include the possiblity of the other 
( life, according to Saiikara ), but his interpretation of aw^g^T- 
excludes all such possibilities. Lastly, he takes 
as which is in accordance with his 

own interpretation of and and his own 

addition of Really speaking, he ought to have 

given the example of one who attained the in this 

life after performing the means of but he gives no 

such example. We cannot add to the qji “ aririRt also. 



SECTION VIII 


No Time-rule regarding the Achievement of the Moksa, 
even after the practise of its Means. 

Sutra III. 4. 52. 

TRANSLATION 

There is no ( time-) rule regarding the fruit in the 
form of release ( to be achieved ) thus, because of the 

definite statement about those who are in the seeker’s 
state ( for a long, long period ). 


52 



NOTES 

Sutra 52 

1. * ’ seems to refer to the fact that the seeker of 

Brahman has to do the several duties enumerated in Bra. Su, 
III. 4 as help to the knowledge of Brahman, viz., ( 1 ) the 
sacrifice, donation, and penance, ( 2 ) the duties of his order 
of life, and ( 3 ) other helping duties if he belongs to the 
householder’s order. 

2. The fruit in the form of liberation is mentioned 

in Bra. Su. III. 2. 38-39 ( I > ). It is 

stated there that this fruit is to be obtained from Brahman 
itself because this is quite proper and because this is stated 
in the oruti. 

3. The Sutrakara here asserts that there is no 

rule regarding the attainment of the fruit in the form of 
release after a seeker has begun his effort to get the knowledge 
of Brahman and to perform the actions intended to be a help to 
that knowledge in the achievement of liberation. We believe, 
this absence of rule refers to the absence of a rule regarding 
the time of release after a seeker begins his course on the 
Path to emancipation. The Sutrakara here seems to us to 
contrast the with the the latter which is 

achieved solely by performing the Jyotistoma Sacrifice is 
obtained immediately in the next birth after the sacrificer has 
performed that sacrifice; but the the attainment of 

which depends upon the knowledge of Brahman helped by 
the performance of certain duties cannot be assured to the 
seeker even after one or any number of years. Here we may 
quote a line from the Bhagavadgita : — 


9 * 
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There is no rule that can be achieved immediately 

after the particular life in which a seeker who makes an effort 
comes to an end. Innumerable lives of such efforts may still 
follow before the emancipation is realized. 

We make the above suggestion about the interpretation of 
on the following grounds : — 

(i) The is dependent upon the knowledge and 

also certain actions. We think, this fact is referred to in the 
Sutra by the word ‘ ccqn ’ “ thus ”, which, as we stated above, 
should be taken as a reference to the subject-matter of this 
whole Pada or even to that of this entire Adhyaya. 

(ii) We believe that the next Sutra ( 

Bra. Su. IV. 1. 1 ) refers to the return of the seeker to this 
world many times before he obtains the knowledge of Brahman 
(Bra. Su. IV. 1. 13 ) and conveys a sense similar to 

qd i ( Bha. Gi. VI. 45 ) 

(iii) The third reason is which we shall 

explain below. 

4. “*■ There is a definite statement ( ) 

about those seekers who are in the state or stage of that i. e. 
in the state of ( carrying out ) the ^i^sfs mentioned in the 
third AdhyJya ( called ). As this Adhyaya finishes 

the statement of the 9 |vi^s and as Sutra IV. 1. 13 ( ) 

refers to the attainment of the knowledge of Brahman, we 
may conclude that means those who are in the seeker’s 

stage not for one life, but for many lives. The Sutrakara may 
be referring to texts like the following verse: — 

^ ii 

( Mu. Upa. IIL 2. 6 ). 

’ would mean that these seekers are freed at the 
time of the end of the Para; so that they are not released for 
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a long, long period. They continue to be seekers only till then. 
This shows that a seeker may be born and reborn on this 
earth many a time before he attains the realization of Brahman 
which entitles him to Mok^ after exhausting his prarabdha 
karmans in his Iasi birth on this earth. 

5. in should refer to sTOT^R which is 

said to be the means to in Sutra III. 4. 1 ( 

) which some CR^^s are said to be 

in this Pada. ‘ <r^«I ’ would be one who is in the 

state of the knowledge of Brahman, but not as yet 
in the state of liberation. 

6. i^ahkara takes as a reference to the preceding 

Sutra ( 51 ) as interpreted by him. But his interpretation 
does not seem to be that of the Sutrakara, as we have tried 
to show. Moreover, would go with and would 

refer to the means to that goal discussed in this and other 
Fadas of the Brahmasutras. Sankara explains ‘ ’ as 

». as ^ I 

Thus, he interprets as the absence of a rule about the 

difference of degrees ing^. cannot be legitimately changed 
to Moreover, the point of discussion in this 

chapter is the Means to liberation, and not the qpRT itself. 
The would be a proper topic • for the 

fourth Pada of the fourth chapter. He takes er^^«n 
( separated from ) as gw?Tg^«n and ‘ ’ he 

explains by Thus,^ he adds ' ’ to the 

Sutra in order to deny the which he has added to 

From the mention of cc# gf^'KcS and from the context it 
would appear that refers to the knowledge of Brahman. 
Sankara does not quote a ^ruti in which g^ is definitely 
stated to be one and uniform ( ), but he gives an 

argument viz., g^fqRR«n, sT ^ ar?raitSW5PI^C«:qlf*TVsfe» ; and 

then he mentions Srutis about the nature of Brahman ( Bjr. 

Upa. in. 8. 8, Ch-. Upa. VII. 24. I ). 



CHAPTER IV 


SECTION I 

Return of the Seeker of the knowledge of Brahman 

Sutras IV. 1 1-2 

( \ I 
( ^ I 


TRANSLATION 

[The seeker of the knowledge of Brahman ] returns 
to this world frequently, because of the teaching, 1 


and because of an indicatory text. 


2 


NOTES 

Sutra 1 

1. In the third Adhyaya the Sutrakara has stated all 
the means to the knowledge of Brahman and at the end (Bra. 
Su. III. 4 . 52 ) we are told that there is no fixity regarding 
the time for the attainment of the fruit of Liberation. This last 
Sutra makes it clear that now no more means to the knowledge 
of Brahman remain to be stated in the Brahmasutras. The 
uncertaintity about the fruit in the form of Liberation is, of 
course, not due to any defect in the means of Liberation vtz., 
knowledge of Brahman, but is due to the fact that it cannot 
be told definitely when a man who carries out all the means 
to the knowledge of Brahman stated in Bra. Su. III., would 
attain that knowledge. It is in this respect that the attainment 
of the knowledge of Brahman and the performance of a 
sacrifice differ, and consequently their results, liberation and 
attainment of heaven, also differ. 

In the case of a saorificer we know that at a particular 
time he finishes the sacrifice and that now in the next birth 
he is entitled to, and will surely, obtain heaven. In the case 
of seeker of Moksa, which is to be obtained through the 
knowledge of Brahman, we do not know when he would 
realize Brahman or get the right knowledge of Brahman and 
therefore we cannot say when he would get Libration. He may 
be required to carry out the means to the knowledge of 
Brahman ( mentioned in Bra. Su. Ill ) through a series of 
births before he finally knows it. Thus, in his various births 
he has to learn nothing new, but he has to practise the same 
means till he gets the knowledge of a Brahman. 

In other words, we may distinguish between , persons of 
three stages viz., one who has to know and carry out the 
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means to nonrR, ( 2 ) one who has known and who has to 
repeat the means to sr9nrT«T ( ilt *1^-' 

Bha. Gi. VI, 45 ), ( 3 ) ond one who has known Brahman and 
“ has to wait till he is released from the body ” 

RWSr l Cha. Upa. VI. 14. 2). The first is the stage 

of pure or mere the second that of and the 

third that of arq^T^RR, We shall see that the last stage is 
followed by ( Bra, Su. IV. 2 ), the journey on the Path 

of gods ( Bra. Su. IV. 3 ), ‘ union with the Para ' 

and enfihilf? * the manifestation of the liberated from the 
Supreme One after union ’ ( Bra. Su. IV. 4. 1-2 ). 

s 

The first stage is finished with Bra. Su. Ill, the second 
stage seems to be described in Bra. Su. IV. I. 1-12 and the 
third in Bra, Su. IV. 1. 13-19. 

The fourth Adhyaya of the Brahmasutra is the chapter of 
the Fruit ( <f; g r s ^R ). For this reason also we have to conclude 
that the third Adhyaya has finished the description of the 
means to Liberation and that the fourth is concerned only with 
the result of those means. 

The first Sutra ( Bra. Su. IV, 4. 1 ) if referring to the 
rebirths of the seeker of shows that the ^i^s have 

been completely mentioned in Bra. Su. Ill and that now tho 
condition of a seeker who has carried out those ^VRS is 
described in Bra. Sti. IV. 4. 1. 

2. This word ordinarily means ‘ return ’ ». e. 

return to this world. In Bra. Su. IV. 4. 22 ( 

I ) the word ‘ 3Rif[f%: ’ is used in the sense of non- 
return to this world and that Sutra refers to such Srutis as 
Br. Upa. VI. 2. 15 and Cha. Upa. VIII. 15. 1. In the case of 
gods who attain the knowldge of Brahman, the Sutrakara 
says that there is no inconsistency even if gods return to 
their place after they know Brahman ( ^ITR^R - 

l— Bra. Su. 1. 3. 30 ) 
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In the Arunika Upani^d we read “ 

I (Am. Upa. 2). This is a very late 
Upani^d and it is not likely that the Sutrakara would refer 
to it. Morover, in Sutra IV. 1. 3 we are told that these 
seekers of understand Brahman as their Atman and 

make others understand it as such ; so, we cannot say that 
the Sutrakara here ( in Bra, Su. IV. 1. 1 ) asks the seeker 
“ to revise ” his texts. For the same reasons also, we cannot 
agree with Sankara who explains as ‘ repetition 

of the cognition of Brahman.' It is the and the 

or fruit of the means mentioned in Bra. Su. Ill seems to be 
discussed here. Moreover, this kind of repetition is already 
implied in the act of meditation taught in Bra. Su. III. 3. 16, 
35-36, c<c., 

3, ‘ should bo taken with rather than 

with as Sahkare does, because along with ‘ ’ 

the question arises ‘ Iww many times the return is to take 
place ( or the repetition of the cognition is to be carried out ). ' 
The expression ‘ ’ in Cha. Upa. V. 10, 8 also 

supports this view of ‘ ’. 

4, — This is a reference to a text teaching that 

the means to si^9i«r are to be carried out in a series of births, 
or that ‘ the right understanding of Brahman ’ is 

obtained not always in a single birth but after a series of 
births, or a seeker of absolution is said to return to this world 
frequently before the gets it. 

5, According to Sankara, the Sutrakara here uses ‘ ’ 

in the sense of repetition or revision and he explains 

as ‘ the repetition of the cognition of Brahman. ' 

He takes with and says that the precept 

of hearing, pondering over, and realizing is given 
frequently ( in the Upanisad; and, therefore, that 

precept suggests ‘ the revision of the cognition '. 

Even in the texts where precept is given only once, the 
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cognition should be frequently repeated, says Sankara ( See 
our notes on and above ). We think, 

should be a reference to a text in which the return of a seeker 
of absolution is mentioned. Sven if wc take with 

there should be many texts mentioning which 

should be pointed out as referred to by the Sutra. 

Sankara says that Bra. SQ. IV. 1. 1-12 is 

Sutra 2 

6. — This is a reference to a text in which the 

return of a seeker of the knowledge of Brahman is mentioned 
e. g., I ( Bha. Gi. VI. 45 ), ^5;^ 

1 ( Bha. Gi. VII. 19 ). 

7. Jjahkara says that also linga, by which he quotes a 
Sruti, shows the repetition of the cognition of Brahman. 
His Sruti is Cha. Upa. I. 5. 1-2 in which the knowledge of 
the Sun is said to give only one son, while the knowledge of 
the rays of the Sun is taught as a means to getting many 
sons. Sankara says that this teaching of Cha. Upa. I. 5. 1-2 
proves the repetition of the cognition; and, therefore, all 
cognitions require to be repeated. This seems to be his 
application of Cha. Upa. I. 5. 1-2 to the knowledge of Brahman. 

After explaining the two Sutras, Sankara enters into a 
discussion as to whether is necessary or not for 

knowing Brahman. The result of the discussion is that Sahkara 
admits that STc^niffw is not useful to the best type of student 
( ), which is, of course, rare ; it is useful to the 
dull-minded or mediocre student only. As regards Sankara’s 
contention that and are not subject to see 

Bra, Su. HI 4. 18-26. 



SECTION II 


Work of the reborn Seeker: His approach to and 
His Precept about Brahman. The Symbol of 
Brahman, and Parts of Brahman. 

Sutras IV. 1. 3-6 

( ^ ^ I 

( » ) 51 51 ft I 

( H I 

( % ) 3Ti%: i 

TRANSLATION 

But they approach and make others understand 
[ Brahman ] as their very Self ( Atman ). 3 

Not in the case of the Symbol, because i1 is not That. 4 

[ They ] view [ the Symbol ] as Brahman, because of 
the excellence [ of the Symbol ]. 5 

And [ they have ] the notions of the Sun, etc., in the 
parts of Brahman. 


6 



NOTES 

Sutra 3 

1. This Adhikarana seems to describe what the 

the seeker of the knowledge of Brahman, who has been 
carrying out the means to that knowledge, does when he 
returns to this world frequently. 

2. — In Bra. Su. III. 3. 16 ( ), 

we are told that Brahman or Purusa is to be meditated upon 
as identical with the soul of the meditator. In consistency 
with this, the Sutrakara says that seekers of the knowledge 
of Brahman returning to this world approach Brahman as 
their Atman and make others understand It as such. 

3. — The Sutrakara seems to use this verb 
significantly. The seeker of the knowledge of Brahman who 
has been carrying out the means to Brahmajnana, the medita- 
tion on Brahman as Atman ( the Self of the meditator-Bra, Su. 
III. 3. 16 ) and the other helping actions, when reborn, 
approaches Brahman as his very Self and also makes others 
understand it as such. This shows that in his case no new 
meansf or the knowledge of Brahman remains to be practised. On 
his return he accepts Brahman and approaches It as Atman ; this 
he does till he himself realizes It as such. We may reasonably 
suppose that on the realization of Brahman he ceases also to 
teach It to others. The Sutrakara mentions only the disposal 
of the actions after the attainment of the knowledge ( 

Bra. Su. IV. 1. 13 ), and nothing else. 

4. — As shown above, it is only the seeker of 
the knowledge of Brahman who has been for a long time 
carrying out the means to it and is constantly reborn in this 
world, who teaches and makes others understand Brahman as 
Atman. The man who has understood It as such, gives up 
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teaching It to others. Of. I Bra. Sfl: 

m. 8. 16. 

With ■ ’ we should compare Bra. Su. I. 1. 

29-30 viz., 1^ and 

S[rR5nESII ?jq^5rt Both these Sfitras refer to Srutis 

according to which those who know Brahman ( theoretically ? ) 
taught it to others as Atman. The former Sutra refers to 
what Indra told Pratardana Daivodasi, viz., sei srnJTtsfw 

ST^Icin ^ I ( Kau. Upa. III. 2 ). He meant 

that Brahman is to be meditated upon as the Self of the. 
meditator. It was in this sense that ho said ‘ fk3TT«0fs I ’ 
( Kau. Upa. III. 1 ). The second Sutra refers to the illustration 
of Vamadeva who actually realized Brahman and the whole 
world as identical with his own Self ( Bf. Upa. 1. 4. 10). 

5. ‘ g ’ shows that because the seeker of the knowledge 
of Brahman returns to this world, we should not suppose that 
he does worldly actions, or that he has to go through the 
primary steps preceding the approach to Brahman ( or acceptance 
of Brahman ) as Atman. The only thing that he does is to 
approach Brahman as Atman and to teach It as such. Of. 
Bha. Gi. VI. 42-44 

STSigil I 

+ + + 

?icr^ ^ ^ II II 

ii «« ii 

6. According to j^aiikara this Adhikarana discusses the 

question whether the Supreme Lord is to be understood as 
identical with the self of the seeker or as different from 
one’s own self. But, as we have already shown, this question 
seems to have been discussed in the Chapter of the Means 
viz., Bra. Su. III. 3. 16-17. According to ^aiikara the subject 
of is and others and that of is 
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Thus, really, “ ” and have the 

same sense according to Ankara. Sankara in his commentary 
on this Sutra raises several objections against his view about 
the complete identity of the individual soul with Brahman and 
answers them ; but, in fact, this is the topic of Bra. Su. 11. 
3. 28-82. 

Sutra 4 

7. This Sutra is closely connected with the preceding 

Sutra, as will be seen from the interpretation given below; 

and, therefore, we propose that it should be joined to the 

preceding Sutra and should not be taken as forming a new 

Adhikarana. 

• 

8. ‘ ’ should mean a symbol and here it means the 

symbol of Brahman which is the object of and 

in the preceding Sutra. Under Sutras 111. 3. 25-26 we have 
already suggested that the Sutrakara in those Sutras seems to us 
to discuss the question of the meditation on the syllable ‘Om*. 
In those two Sutras the Sutrakara has stated nothing about 
the procedure of the meditation on the Franava, though he 
does say that the Fradhana ( i. e., the arupvat aspect ) and 
the Furu^ ( i. e. the rupvat aspect of Brahman ) are each of 
them to be meditated upon as the very Self of the Seeker 
( Vide Bra. Su. Ill 3. 16 and 43 ). However, from Mu. Upa. 
1. 2. 2-3 which is the visayavakya of the Sutra dealing with 
the meditation on the Franava ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 35 ) we learn 
that the Franava is the bow, the individual soul is the arrow 
and Brahman is the aim to be hit ( Mu. Upa. I. 2. 4 ). In the 
present Sutra ( Bra. Su. IV. 1. 4-5 ) the Sutrakara seems to 
tell us how the Seeker when reborn on this earth in an 
advanced stage looks upon the syllable Om which is the 
symbol of Brahman. 

We may add here that the word in this Sutra cannot 
mean the symbols (?) of Brahman like rmnas, Aditya, etc. If 
by manasg Aditya, etc,^ are meant those which are meditated 
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upon in the voluntary meditations on Brahman ( Brahmanah- 
kamja-upasanah-Bra. Su. III. 3. 60 ), we suggest that no 
hdmya meditation on Brahman is likely to be discussed in the 
present context (Bra. Su. IV. 1). We even doubt whether in the 
kamya meditation on Brahman, the mind, the Sun, etc., stand 
at all as a symbol of Brahman properly so called. What is 
done in those meditations is that the Seeker of a particular 
fruit meditates on ?TTtr, etc., as Brahman, but he does 

know that the Brahman is much more than etc. In the 
meditation on the syllable Om, on the other hand, the Seeker 
of emancipation does know that ‘ Om ’ is the representation 
of the entire Brahman and, therefore, in that case ‘ Om ’ is 
rightly the symbol of Brahman. 

Again, the word cannot mean the Sun, the Moon, 

the Earth, etc., which are the angas f ( parts or limbs ) of 
Brahman and the meditation regarding which is discussed in 
Bra. Su. III. 3. 55, because these also cannot be properly 
called the symbols of Brahman and because the Sutrakara 
discusses them separately in Bra. Su. IV. 1. 6. 

For these reasons the word seems to us to mean 

the only symbol of Brahman, viz., the syllable Om. 

9. SRflf% — In the preceding Sutra it is said that the 
seekers of the knowledge of Brahman approach Brahman and 
make others understand Brahman as their Atman. In this 
Sutra we are told that' the seekers do not look upon Om the 
Symbol of Brahman as their Atman. We have to add 

^ from the preceding Sutra to this Sotra. 

10, if — ‘ ’ means mentioned in the preceding 

Sutra. 

•I fs *5! s — This gives the reason why the seekers of the 
knowledge do not look upon the Symbol of Brahman as Atman. 

f Anga means a part or a limb and, therefore, also the 
srfrr, fr[5r:, ^13:, etc., cannot be symbols of Brahman. 
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“ *T ” means “ because the Symbol is not Atman 
Brahman is the Atman of the meditator, but not so the Symbol 
of Brahman, viz., Om. 

11. Sankara interprets sr<f|[^ as referring to the various 
meditations of the mind, the Sun, etc., as Brahman. And 
according to him, the question discussed here is whether 
should be made in those meditations or not. To us it appears 
that the process of the meditations on etc. which 

are to be meditated upon in the has 

been already explained in Bra. Su. III. 3. 61-66. Moreover, it 
would be rather very improbable, if not ridiculous, that a seeker 
of Brahman would be at all thinking of meditation on 
as his own Self ( siRtlT ). We have suggested that the Sutra 
discusses the possibility of ‘ Om ’ being looked upon by the 
meditator as his own Self. 

With ^aiikara takes ‘ ’ as under 

stood ; but the context requires us to take as understood ‘ 

^ ’ from the preceding Sutra. ‘ w. \ in the 
Sutra, means, according to Sankara, ‘ ’ and to “ ^ ^ 

W ” Sankara adds “ SRftqnfq sqqcfifq Thus, 

‘ q srcft% ’ means “ ^ ” and ;t ff qi: 

means “ qf % qqi^qi: snrJTr^fnqwSqtl.”; thus 

‘ sr fs ’ is not explained by Sankara as a reason for “ ar 

”j but in fact, according to him, both the sentences have 
almost the same sense. ‘ !T fs ’ should mean, ‘ The 
is not that ( i. e., Atman )’, ‘ ’ being a reference to Atman in 

the preceding Sutra. According to Sankara, the sqqi^qt^q in 
the case of is already denied in Bra. Su. III. 3. 

57, The other reasons against identifying q^q; with the Self 
of the meditator are not given in the Sutra. 

To us this Sutra does not appear to discuss the question 
of the procedure of what Saiikara calls qef^^qi^rrTTS, but it 
tells how the seeker of the knowledge of Brahman when 
‘ frequently reborn ' on this earth before getting the knowledge 
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looks upon Om, the symbol of Brahman. He looks upon the 
Franave not as Atman because It is not Atman, He regards 
it as Brahman ( See the next Sutra ). 

Sutra 5 

12. In the preceding Sutra we were told that the seekers 
of the knoMedge of Brahman do not look upon the Symbol 
of Brahman as Atman. This Sutra seems to state that they 
look upon the Symbol as Brahman. Thus, this Sutra is 
connected closely with the preceding Sutra and should not be 
taken as a new Adhikarana, as Saiikara does. 

13. ggrefq;: — ‘ ’ meane ^ ^ 

and the object of these verbs is the The seekers of 

the knowledge of Brahman look upon the as Brahman. 

* 3T5ft% ’ should be taken as understood from the preceding 
Sutra; so, the Sutra would bo 

14. — This gives the reason why the seekers look 

upon the of Brahman as Brahman, They do so on 

account of the excellence of the STcftq;, Thus, the excellence 
( ) here means tlje excellence of the SRftq; or the Symbal 

of Brahman, viz., Om. Of. the statement of Mu. Upa. I. 2. 3 
in which the Syllable Om is said to be the great Weapon of 
the Upanisads ( ). 

I 

15. Saiikara says that this Sutra discusses the question 

whether in the (?) like ( 

etc. ) the mind, the Sun, etc. are to be meditated 
upon as Brahman or whether Brahman is to be meditated 
upon as the mind, the Sun, etc. To us it seems that this point 
is already decided by the» conclusion in Bra. Su. III. 3. 65-66. 
Sankara connects with taken as understood. 

He explains as tT^fscTl 

I. The arguments for the identification of 
the mind, the Sun, etc. with the parts or limbs of Brahman 
seem to have been given by the Sutrakara in Bra. Su. III. 3. 
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66-66. To us this Sutra seems to state how a seeker of 
Brahman, asked not to look upon ‘ Om ’ as his Self, would 
regard the Pranava when reborn on this earth in an advanced 
stage. He approaches Om as Brahman because of Its excellence 
as a meens of liberation ( *T?n5I — Mu. Upa. I. 2. 3 ). 

Sutra 6 

16. In the preceding Adhikarana we were told how an 

advanced seeker of the knowledge of Brahman looks upon 
* Om ’ the of Brahman. In this SQtra, the Sutrakara 

seems to tell us how he looks upon the Sun, the Fire, etc. 
which are the limbs of Brahman. This context as well as ‘ ^ ’ 
in this Sutra shows that this Sutra is part of the same 
Adhikarana, as the preceding Sutra. This ‘ g" ’ also shows that 
Sutra 6 is the last Sutra in the Adhikarana. 

17. ‘ 31^ ’ in this Sutra should be contrasted with 

in Sutra 4 and in Sutra 5 in which it is implied. Just as 
meant snipiT: so in this Sutra would mean 

18. — The advanced seeker has the notions 
of the Sun, the Moon, the Earth, the Fire, the Wind, etc., in 
the limbs or parts of Brahman, in the body oi Brahman. Gf. 

ll ( Mu. Upa. II. 

1. 4 ). He looks upon the Sun, etc., as the sfff or body of 
Brahman and teaches them to others as such ( 

^ in Sutra IV. 1. 3 ). In Bra, Su. III. 3. 61-64 the 
siffs or parts of Brahman like the the Sun, the Wind, the 
Ether, the Water, the Earth, etc., in the ?iTfTq^:gCr: 
were taught to be meditated upon as the sn^^is, viz., the head, 
the eye, the breath, the body ( ), the bladder ( ), 

the feet, etc., ( Cha. Upa. V. 12-18 ), and in Bra. Su. III. 3. 
65-66 another view about this process of meditation was 
established. In this Sutra ( IV. 1. 6 ) the Sutrakara tells us 
that the advanced seeker looks upon the Sun, etc., as forming 
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( the parts of ) the body of Brahman. Thus, Sutras III. 3. 
61-66 give the earlier stage, while Sutra IV. 1. 6 gives the 
later, more advanced stage. The former stage is that of 
the latter describes a period after the ^vi^fs have been carried 
out but before the knowledge of Brahman is acquired. 

19. — This gives the arguments for 

qRSTW* It is quite reasonable that the advanced seeker has the 
notions of the Sun, etc., in the parts of Brahman. On Brahman 
itself he look upon as his own Atman, and on ‘Om’ the Symbol of 
Brahman he looks upon as Brahman; so, it is quite proper, that in 
the limbs of Brahman he has the notions of the Sun and others. 
Whether he has adopted the procedure of meditating on the 
parts of Brahman as their respective or whether he 

has meditated upon Brahman as consisting of so many parts 
( Bra. Su. III. 3. 61-64; III. 3. 65-66 ); in an advanced stage 
he comes to believe that the Sun, etc. are parts or ?(t|fs ( of 
the body ) of Brahman ( Bra. Su. IV. 1. 6 ). 

. 20. SI?? — It seems that si^ should be understood as 
ST^^. Sankara also takes it similarly. The plural of ( in 
) and the form ST%g in Bra. Su. III. 3. 61 with 
which this Sutra is connected support our view. 

21. ^aiikara says that this Sutra deals with the question 
whether in such texts as Cha. Upa, I. 3. 1, Cha. Upa. II. 2. 
1, etc., the Sun, etc., are prescribed to be looked upon as the 
etc. or vice versa. He takes in the sense of 
etc., are q^qfffs; the Sun etc., are not qinffs. So, 
according to Sankara, the Sutra means that 
are to be superimposed on the sifjs of He 

explains “ ” as ^qq?i^ 

In fact, the Sutrakara is not bound to discuss the 
and, therefore, there is little likelihood of its being found in 

41 
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the Brahmasutras. In Bra. Su. III. 3. 32, he mentions the 
meditations on the attributes of Brahman connected with the 
priestly duties performed hy a seeker and allows him to 
meditate on them as long as he continues doing those duties. 
The eifs mentioned in Bra. Su. III. 3. 55 and 61 are the eif s 
of Brahman, and those Sutras discuss the . 

According to Sankara, the topic of is discussed 

in Bra. Su. III. 3. 55-66. So, if Sutra 6 refers to it 

would hare been better explained there. 
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State of the reborn Seeker of the knowledge of Brahman, 

Sutras IV. I. 7-10 

( ^ I 
( < ) I 

( ^ I 
(^) ^ I 

TRANSLATION 

T HE advanced seeker of Brahman when reborn here 


keeps sitting, because it is the only possibility, 7 

because of his meditation on Brahman, 8 

and with regard to the steadiness, 9 

and the Smrti also mentions it. 10 



NOTES 

Sutra 7 

1. This Section describes further the state of a seeker 
of nsran? in an advanced stage. 

2. He will be always in a sitting posture, because that 
is the only posture possible in his case. The Sutrakara 
bas said that the advanced seeker of Brahman teaches others 
bow to understand Brahman as identical with their own Self 

Bra. Su. IV. 1. 3 ). This teaching work is possible only if 
;he knower keeps sitting. As he has not to do any other 
vork, he will be always found sitting in meditation. 

3. Sankara says that the question of ‘ sitting ’ does not 

irise in the meditations which are conneated with ritualism nor 
n the right knowledge, i. e., After saying this, he further 

jays that the question of ‘ sitting ’ does arise in ‘ other 
neditations’ t. e., he means that in the meditation on the ^ipif 
ansi, of his school ‘ sitting ’ is required. Thus, he adds ‘ ’ 

o the Sutra ( ” ). This addition does not seem 

o us to be supported by the context. The Sutra does not 
jeem to us to prescribe ‘ sitting ’/or the purpose of ' meditation/ 
3ut rather it infers ‘ sitting ’ on account of the teaching work 
hat an advanced seeker of Brahman does. is interpreted 

)y t^aukara as ‘ This addition of ‘ ’ 

nakes redundant the next Sutra in which is mentioned. 

Sutra 8 

4. This gives another reason as to why the advanced 

leeker of Brahman keeps always sitting. He is always occupied 
vith meditation and therefore he will be keeping sitting. The 
Sutra is not or but so, maditation is 

he reason of ‘ sitting ’, not the aim of * sitting \ Meditation 
las become a habit, so the advanced seeker is found sitting. 
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5. Sankara explains «?iisr to be just 

as he explained in his comnaentary on the preceding 

Sfltra. Thus, means and ‘ ’ also means 

according to Sankara As already said Sankara’s 

interpretation makes one of Sutras 7 and 8 redundant. The 
Sotrakara gives «?iiiT as the cause, rather than the aim of ‘sitting’. 

Sutra 9 

6. — The advanced seeker of Brahman has 
to guard himself against all temptations, so he has to keep 
himself and his senses steady and should not allow himself 
to waver. He must control his mind and senses. This steadi- 
ness and control requires that he always keeps sitting. 

It is in this Sutra that the mm of ‘ sitting ’ is mentioned. 
The purpose of his keeping sitting is the steadiness that he 
must preserve, till he leaves the body. It is stated in the 
Bhagavadgita and some times in the Upanisadas that the knower 
of Brahman must keep up his steadiness HU the last moment 
of his departure from the body ( Sutra IV. 1. 12 ). 

7. Sankara unnecessarily connects this Sutra with Srutis 

like Cha. Upa. VII. 6. 1; he says that such texts use the 
verb ‘ vijtarfe ’ with reference to the sense of steadiness, and 
he adds that such a use of ‘ ’ ia an indication that 

meditation can be practised only by sitting. Thus, he 
unnecessarily refers this Sutra to a text like Cha. Upa. VII. 
6. 1 and then adds “ ’’ to the Sutra, and then 

connects with that enlarged Sutra. 

Siitra 10 

8. g" — The Upani^ds.do not mention the seeker 
in an advanced stage as keeping sitting or do not generally 
mention his behaviour ; therefore, the Sfitrakara does not refer 
to a Sruti, but he refers to a Smfti because the Smrti, particularly 
the Bhagavadgita, mentions the behaviour of an advanced 
Student. The Sutrakara seems to refer to Bha. Gi. II. 6. 1 : — 
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?n^ 3'g7 i 

^ fs ^ swi srfirf^ ii 

In this verse the f|«icnTfr who is ^ ' well disciplined ’ 
is asked to keep silting with his mind devoted to the Lord. 
This is the srnift ( Bha. Gi. II. 72 ). Also Bha. Gi. 
XIV. 23 may have been referred to : — 

3^ ff I 

3onr ^ II 

This verse describes the ^OTT^ who like is an 

advanced seeker of Brahman. He keeps sitting ( ) like 

one who is unaffected by any environment and he is not agitated 
by the three constituents of the Prakrti. 

9. The fact that there are some Srutis particularly in 

the Ka^ha and the Svetalvatara Upanisads which refer to the 
Yogic posture ( ) for the practice of meditation, but 

none of these are referred to by the Sutrakara while a Smfti 
text is quoted by him in support of his view, proves that the 
Sutrakara does not here lay down the sitting posture for the 
purpose of meditation for a seeker, but rather he describes 
the possible position and behaviour of one who has advanced 
a great deal but has not yet attained the knowledge of Brahman. 

10. Sankara refers the Sutra to Bha. Gi, VI. 11, He 
does not say why the Sutrakara does not quote a Sruti about 
the same topic. 

Moreover, if the Sutrakara wanted to prescribe for 

or V9R why did he drop the other ^ittnws and if at all 
these ^VRS were to be mentioned in the Brahmasutras, their 
proper place was in the third chapter. Even in the Yogasutras 
the arguments of and are not given for 

explaining the necessity of (See of the Yogasutras). 



SECTION IV 


Residence of the reborn Seeker of the knowledge of Brahman. 

Sutra IV. 1. 11 

(U) I 


TRANSLATION 

T HE advanced seeker of the knowledge of Brahman 
resides in a place where concentration of the mind [ is 
possible ], because of the equality [ of all such places 
to him. ] 
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NOTES 

Sutra II 

1. In fact the advanced seeker of Brahman, who is waiting 
for knowledge to shine upon him, is a man without any home of 
his own ; he has no home, no possessions. Ho is srl^cfST, homeless. 
So, ho resides in that place where he can concerntrate his mind. 

2. — To him all places are the same. He himself 
makes no distinction between one place and another. He would 
make no distinctions between places which make meditation 
possible ; all such places are equally good to him, well-come to 
him, his aim being only steadiness of senses. 

8. Sankara says that this Sutra rejects any restriction 
caused by direction, place and time in the case of a seeker of 
the knowledge of Brahman, So, q’sr refers to a direction, place 
and also time. He adds ” and thereby brings out the 

sense that in this Sutra absence of restriction regarding 
^51 and is prescribed. Thus, instead of being forced to 
meditate at day time, a may meditate at night, if he 

finds coneontration then. is explained by Sankara as 

To us it seems that 

means ” In fact Saukara knows that 

his explanation of conflicts with the Srutis which 

particularise the places for meditation in various ways ; so, he 
says that Badarayana makes a concession by way of friendship, 
if tho concentration were the same in a place ivith etc., 

as the concentration in a place without them. It seems to us that if 
the Sutrakara were here to mention the 'proper place of meditation 
for a seeker of he would stick to or the difference 

in the place of meditation for a beginner, such as is mentioned 
in the Srutis quoted by Sankara ( Sve. Upa, II. 10 ), because 
in his case some worldly bonds still exist. But in the case 
of an advanced seeker reborn on this earth no such bonds 
appear to exist, and, therefore, tho place does not matter much 
to him, if he can keep up his concentration there. So he may 
be found staying anywhere. 



sEcrriON V 


The Same State to be kept till Departure. 

Sutra IV. 1. 12 

iW) ft 


TRANSLATION 

[The advanced seeker of the knowledge of Brahman 
remains so ] upto the departure from the body, because 
that is shown in the ^ruti even in that [ state ]. 12 
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NOTES 

Sutra 12 

1. The seeker of Brahman keeps up his particular attitude 
towards Brahman, Its and Its parts the Sun, etc . , his state 
of sitting and meditating as described in the preceding Sutras 
(3-11 ) till he finally leaves the body. 

2. ^ This is a reference to a Sruti which 

mentions the practice of meditation even at the time of his 
departure from the body. Most probably the Sruti in the 
Sutrakara’s view is Pra. Upa. viz,, 5 

sTRorifcrfftf ii sir il ( Pra. 

Upa, V. 1 ). This Sruti asks a meditator to meditate on Om 
upto the end of the departure from the body. So, the seeker 
of Brahman keeps sitting and meditating even during his 
departure from the body, and, of course, till the departure. 

For the explanation of the fact that the Prasna Upa. Sruti 
referred to in the Sutra mentions the attainment of Brahman 
the Supreme One, vide Sutra I. 3. 13, and IV. 3. 15. 

The occurence of the word STRcr in Pra. Upa. V. 1 is a 
further proof that the same Sruti is referred to by the Sutra. 

The same idea as in the above Sruti and the Sutra is 
also found in the Bhagavadgita, c. g., 

«Ri sriift 'im ^;ii stir l 

II (Bha. Gi. II. 72). 

It is very necessary that the meditation continues even 
during the last moments of departure from the body. See 
Bra. Su. IV. 2. 17, Bha. Gi. VII. 30 and VIII. 5-10. 

3. There is a difference between and as can bo 
seen by comparing the various Sutras in which these words 
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occur. Vl|[ is more like an example from which we are to infer 
the rule, while is a direct statement ( of the Sruti ). Thus, 
in Pra. Upa, V. 1 the meditation on Om, the symbol of 
Brahman, is mentioned, and from that ;we are to infer the 
6ruti required for the meditation on Brahman to be practised 
upto the end of the departure from the body. 

4. Sankara takes the first Sutra of this Pada ( Bra. Su. 
IV. 1. 1) as referring to the meditation on Brahman, and also 
to ^jjcr meditations ; and in Sutra 7 he refers to ‘ ^5<iT medita- 
tions He seems to explain Sutra 11 as dealing with all the 
meditations. But again he takes Sutra 12 as referring only to 

“ meditations the aim of which is 
prosperity Thus, according to him this Sutra lays down the 
meditation ( for prosperity in the next birth ) as to be practised 
till the departure from the body. He takes “ fk ” as 

“ fk ( cr^rifk ? ) By 

* ’ Sankara quotes both Sruti and Smyti which, in his 

opinion, mention a meditation for prosperity in the next birth 
to be practised even at the time of leaving the body. To us 
it seems that in all these Sutras ( IV. 1. 3-12 ) the state of 
an advanced seeker of the knowledge of Brahman is mentioned 
because the next Sutra tells what happens immediately on the 
attainment of the knowledge. 



SECTION VI 


Disposal of the actions of the Seeker. 

Sutras IV. 1. 13-19 

( ?» ) g i 

( W ) 3i^i^5«n;T^ I 

( ?vs ) 3r^s;?qifq I 

( fl I 

( 1 % ) I 

sr^Rt i 



TRANSLATION 


On the attainment of that knowledge of Brahman 
the succeeding and the preceding sins do not touch him and 
perish respectively; because of a statement about them. 13 

Similarly the other [ i. e., religious merit ] also does 
not touch him, but on the fall [ of the body]. 14 

But the preceding sin [ which perishes ] and the pre- 
ceding merit [ which does not touch him ] are only those 
the effect of which has not begun, because of the limit 
about them. 1 5 

But the obligatory rites [ of the orders of life ] like 
the offering of the fire-oblations, etc., [ which are ‘ good 
deeds ’ preceding the attainment of the knowledge of 
Brahman and the result of which is not begun as yet 
become useful ] for the very effect of that [ knowledge of 
Brahman], because it is shown in the Sruti; 16 

also “ other good deeds ’’ than these, [ which are of 
a different type than agnihotrMi ] become useful for 
the same purpose because it is so stated in the text of 
a certain Branch; 17 

because the ^ruti ( Cha. Upa. 1. 1. 10 ): '^whatever rite 

is performed with the allegorical knowledge ” belongs 

to both [ the types of good deeds which are anarabdha- 
Kdrya and purm ]. 18 

But, having exhausted other [ good and bad ] deeds 
[ than the anaiabdhakarya deeds, the seeker ] gets union 
[ with Brahman ]. 19 



NOTES 

Sutra 13 

1. — This word is to be contrasted with in 

the next Sutra. The advanced seeker of the knowledge of 

Brahman is the topic in the preceding Sutra; so, should 

mean the knowledge of Brahman. ‘ ’ means the 

attainment of the knowledge of Brahman. ‘ is the fall 
of the body, The sins are affected as soon as the 

knowledge of Brahman is attained ; the merits remain till the 
fall of the body. See Note 5 below on ‘ 

2. — ‘ ’ refers to the succeeding sins, 

and to the preceding sins. 

3. — A statement about the is 

5«q^5ii5t 3TiqV sf qiq q;lr q i 

( Cha. Upa. IV. 14. 3 ). A ^ruti about the destruction of the 
‘ preceding sins ’ is srtq qfj^l-q ST^q qi'iRiqj 

q^q^ I ( Cha. Upa. V. 24. 3 ). 

4. •jqfq^qi^r — As ‘ g ’ in Sutra 15 shows this Sutra 

( 13 ) is not the final statement of the Sutrakara on this point. 
All the preceding sins are not destroyed by the knowledge of 
Brahman, but only those which have not begun to produce 
their effect, i. e., the sins, and those sins which he did 

before getting the knowledge of Brahman and which have not 
given their result to him. 

5. ‘ qqfq^’ in the Sruti clearly shows that ‘ ’ in 

the Sutra means * on the attainment of the knowledge of 
Brahman 

6. tSahkara takes in the sense of ‘ on the attain- 

ment of Brahman. ’ But the contrast of q5[Biqir with qi^ g in 
the next Sutra and the word ‘ qqfqf^ ’ in the Sruti and also 
the context of the preceding Sutras show that ' ’ 
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means “ on the attainment of the knowledge of Brahman. ” 
The question discussed here is not whether the sins and the good 
deeds ( See Sankara’s in the next Sutra ) are destroyed 

or not', because there are Srutis mentioning the destruction of 
both and all kind,s of actions in general. The Sutrakara wants 
to explain which actions are destroyed and when, because on 
these two points the Srutis are not clear. 

While answering objections to the statement in the Sutra, 
which he has himself raised, Sankara says that though the sins 
and the good deeds of a knower of Brahman are discussed here, 
the individual soul really is no agent at all, and that, therefore, 
the word 3T%q is used for the future bad deeds, and the word 
‘fsRRi’ also means disappearance caused by right knowledge”. 
The Sutrakara does not seem to make any suggestion about 
these meanings of these two words. ‘ ’ cannot mean that 

the knower of Brahman cannot do any ( sinfnl ) deeds at all, 
because the feruti ( Cha. Upa. IV. 14. 3 ) shows that qw 
does not affect the knower and also because there arc Srutis 
like ^ q qiq'^q I ( Bj-. Upa. IV. 4. 23 ); 

5 qrq q qqfq qjqi^q; i qiqq«R?:qfqfq ii ( Tai. 

Upa. II. 9 ) ; q ^ qi'=qqi fe'qcT ( Cha. Upa. V. 10. 10). 

As to the word * fqqi?[r the fact that the Sutra restricts this 
of the past sins only to those sins which have not begun 
to give their fruit ( Sutra 15 ), proves that the effect of these 
sins is a reality and therefore the sins also are really committed 
by the seeker in the past births. It is the knowledge of 
Brahman which destroys the sins; not the knowledge of the 
actionless Atman. 

Sutra 14 

7. ![qv:^q means * ’ and it consists of all the good 

deeds preceding and succeeding the attainment of the knowledge 
of Brahman. Out of these two types of good deeds, the . preced- 
ing good deeds are only those preceding good deeds which 
have not begun to produce their effect ( Soo Sutra 15 ). 
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8. — The sins either do not touch the knower of 
Brahman or are destroyed on the attainment of the knowledge 
of Brahman, because even the succeeding sins do not, rather 
cannot, form an obstacle to the attainment of liberation. The 
good deeds, however, cease to touch him not on the attain- 
ment of knowledge, but only on the fall of the body. This is consis- 
tent with what the Sutrakara has said in Bra. Su. III. 4. 33-34 viz., 

and anid smrqw^ifq^s which all should be included 
in good deeds, work as help ( ) to the knowledge of 

Brahman for the purpose of getting liberation, which is to be 
had on the fall of the body. This seems to be the difference 
between and qR. 

9. ar^q: — In the case of sins, there is a destruction of 

sins which precede the attainment of knowledge. But in the 
case of good deeds, there is no such destruction of preceding 
good deeds. The preceding t aqsrqfiqq. and also the 

preceding q^, and qqt^ are not destroyed but they work as 
help to the knowledge of Brahman for the purpose of achieving 
liberation ( See Bra. Sutras IV. 1. 16-18 ). 

10. shows the similarity between sins and merits 

only so far as is concerned, because there is the dissimila- 

rity between the two in points of (1) the time ( rRfqqq and 
qR ) and (2) the which though taking place in the case 

of the sins, does not take place in the case of the merits, 

11. In the preceding Sutra, the word 3T%q was used, 
while we find the word ^^'^q here. Why 'i Matri causa 1 

12. On the strength of Sankara takes ‘ ’ to 

mean both 3T#^q and But this is rather going directly 

against the singular number of sr^^q and also against the 
fact that the Sutrakara seems to take good deeds both preced- 
ing and succeeding the knowledge of Brahman as a help to that 
knowledge in getting liberation. Sankara’s argument for this 


i. e., preceding the attainment of knowledge. 
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addition ( viz., frr*rK55Ji^raf5«i?sw5aft^) is 

directly inconsistent with the fact that the Sutrakara lays down 
and and as or help to the 

knowledge of Brahman in the aim of achieving liberation in 
Bra. Su. 111. 4 and also with what the Sutrakara says in 
Sutras IV. 1 . 16-18. The Srutis which Sankara quotes are 
not referred to in the Sutra, because either the Sutrakara does 
not agree with those Srutis, or what is more possible, he 
does not interpret them in the way of Sankara. Sankara gives 
several other arguments, e. g., the fruit of good deeds is 
inferior to that of knowledge; but this is not the Sutrakara’s 
argument, Saiikara does not take 5 as emphasizing the 
difference between and qr^ but he takes it in the 

sense of ‘ ng ’ or ‘ determination. ’ He explains as 

5 %? 1 Thus, he adds gfis 
and makes an independent sentence of ‘ g This 
addition is hardly legitimate looking to the context, g rejects 
the suggestion of in the preceding Sutra, Moreover, 

the Sutrakara himself has said that there is no fixity regarding 
the fruit in the form of liberation ( See Bra, Su. Ill, 4. 52 ) 
and the time of ^qf^ or union ( with Brahman ? ) is sugge- 
sted by the Sutrakara in Sutra 19, not in this Sutra. 

Sutra 15 

13, — This means the sins and tho merits which precede 
the attainment of the knowledge of Brahman. 

14. In Sutras 13-14 it was stated that all the preceding 
sins are destroyed and all the preceding merits do not touch 
the knower of Brahman. Now, the Sutrakara makes a 
modification in the statement by the words “ 

The preceding good and bad deeds could consist of what are 
called and srR:<«r^^s and also the good and the bad 

deeds which the seeker did in this life before the attainment 
of the knowledge. All these deeds are or those done before 

4S 
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the attainment of the knowledge of Brahman. Out of these 
only the i. e., all except the 

sncs«njifq;s are those which come within the scope of 
Sutras 13-14. The ^ sins are destroyed on 

the attainment of snd the good deeds 

do not touch the knower of Brahman on the fall of the body. 
The rule about the preceding sins and merits stated in Sutras 
13-14 does not apply to 

15. ‘ H5I ’ excludes from the list of 

mentioned in Sutra 13-14. 

16. * g ’ is used to reject the application of the rule about 

t^^s^s in Sutras 13-14 so far as the « 3 lr«i>^^s are 

concerned. 

17. cT^^; — “ Because of that limit ”. ‘ ’ refers to 

iTlcT in the preceding Sutra, ‘ ’ refers to cT^tr 

I ( Cha. Upa. VI. 14. 2 ), as Sankara 
points out. In this Sruti the release from the body or in other 
words the fall of the body is made the limit for “ union 

with Brahman ”, The fall of the body takes place after the 
are «xhausted, because that is the very function of 

sn^«vj^l?^s. 

18. Sankara raises a question that though all qitlR^s were 

explained by him as being destroyed by the right knowledge 
of Atman, how it is that the knowledge is not able to 
destroy some viz, the and that these latter 

are destroyed only after finishing their effect. He also gives 
an answer to this. Both this doubt and answer are not 
mentioned in the Sutra, Moreover, according to the Sutrakara 
the good deeds which precede the knowledge of Brahman are 
not destroyed at all by that knowledge. As already shown 
( Sutra 14 ) Sankara’s addition of f^l5r to Sutra 14 is not 
implied by the Sutra itself. By raising this doubt and giving 
its answer, Saiikara anticipates Sutra 19 in his commentary 
on Sutra 15. 
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Sutra 16 

19. The succeeding sins do not touch him on the attainment 

of srsm? ; and the succeeding merits do not touch him on the 
fall of the body. This means that the succeeding sins become 
impossible from the time of the attainment of and the 

succeeding good deeds are impossible from the time of the 
departure from the body. Thus, after the attainment of 

the knower never does any sin, but he continues doing good 
deeds till the end of the body. Even after getting the 

goes on doing the good deeds as help to the knowledge of 
Brahman for the attainment of liberation, just as he did before 
getting it also. preceds and follows it continues 

till becomes a fact. For this reason the doing of good 

deeds precedes and follows J it begins with 

which indeed precedes and ends with gRfj in the 

achievement of which good deeds serve as to the 

of Brahman. 

20. In Sutras 16-18 the Sutraksra seems to tell us what 

happens of the ( or ^f^cT )3'om;a|q^8 which 

are not destroyed but which do not touch him on the fall of 
the body, as said in Sutra 14. These are the 

which were not done with the intention of making 
them a help to in the achievement of liberation. This 

point remains unexplained by Sutras 14-15. The 

which preceded 33^ the rise of the desire to achieve 
liberation consist of and other ^4^s like 

and The former are discussed in Sutra 16 and 

the latter in Sutra 17, and both in Sutra 18. 

21. The or aRIT:5«ISRI§ 30?!^^ in the form of 

is not destroyed like the sins of the same 
type. This is the significance of 3. 

22. — The described above are 

useful only foi' producing the effect of that knowledge of 
Brahman viz., liberation. By ‘ OR ? the possibility of the 
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or producing any other effect is denied. 

It may be argued that as the were not per- 
formed with the intention of helping in the achievement 

of they should give their usual fruit to the performer in a 
new birth or they should go to the well-wishers of the seeker 
in accordance with a oruti to that effect ( Kau. Upa. ) if they 
are not to be taken as destroyed by the To this the 

Sutrakara replies that they do no other function but that of 
helping the in its aim. 

23. refers to Cha. Upa. II. 23. 1 . In 

Bra. Su. III. 4. 32-33 this same Sruti was used to ask the 
seeker to perform the duties of the orders. Here it is used 
to show that the duties of the orders done by a seeker, which 
are not become also a help to si^r in achieving 

liberation. This is possible because these are not 

and because can help the seeker. 

I 

24. Sankara takes this Sutra as referring to the ^[tRs 

both preceding and succeeding st^RR because be takes the 
same jv?! about which and were taught in Sutra 

14, to be the subject of this Sutra. is also interpreted 

by oankara as referring to the effect of the knowtedge, rti?., the 
release. But ‘ ’ refers to Br. Upa. IV. 4. 22 according to 

Sankara. To us it seems that by the Sutrakara 

refers to sttsURJ^sis and that therefore Cha. Upa. II. 23. 1 
which lays down for a seeker is referred to here 

by the Sutra. Here also Sankara proves that only 

produces the SRRnsT, but not which is the effect of 

Brabmajhana, But in doing so he goes beyond the meaning of 

given by himself. These remarks and also the assertion 
that the is helpful only in the ^iguiT the Lore of 

the limited Brahman are not supported by the word of the Sutra. 

Sutra 17 

25. In this Sutra we should take ^ ’ as under- 

stood from the preceding Sutra on the ground of the context^ 
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The Sotrakara says that the good deeds other than the^%nT^<18 
also help the of Brahman in achieving its aim viz., release. 

26. ‘ ’ =Beligious duties other than the 3n^iT9^;^s. 

‘ 3T^; ’ refers to «rf»57^3rrf% mentioned in the preceding Sutra. 

27. srfq shows that in addition to the Sutrakara 

considers other religious merits as doing the same work as 
the knowledge of Brahman. 

28. This gives the authority for the conclusion 

that erq:, etc., which are be- 

come useful to the seeker as a help to the knowledge of 
Brahman in the attainment of liberation. As the Cha. Upa. 
^ruti ( II. 23. 1 ) is referred to in Sutra 16, refers to 

Br. Upa. IV. 4. 22 which mentions q'fr, and which 

are not the duties of the orders as in the case of Cha. Upa. II. 
23. 1, as help to the knowledge of Brahman. 

29. ‘ tjTTiJV; ’ — This word seems to us to form part of the 

next Sutra. Sutra 16 explains that the which are 3T5TK- 

become help to the achievement of Brahman. Sutra; 17 does 
the same as regards “which are other than 

the ”. In each case a Sruti supporting each conclu- 

sion was referred to in the Sutra. Now, in Sutra 18 the 
Sutrakara seems to us to quote a Sruti in support of both 
these kinds of For this reason we propose to transfer 

to Sutra 18. Sankara takes to mean “ the 

approval of both the Acaryas viz., Jaimini and Badarayana ”. 
But this seems to be rather unnecessary because “ ” is 

itself the proof of the approval of the Sruti and there is no 
reason why the approval of the two Acaryas be necessary 
when there is already the approval of the Sruti. In the whole 
work there is hardly any Sutra which quotes the authority of Sruti 
and Acaryas in the same Sutra. 

30. Sankara takes Sutra 16 as referring to the 

useful for the attainment of liberation ; but according to him Sutra 
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17 discusses the Sruti about the assignment of the good deeds 
to the friends of the liberated one ( See Sa. bha. on Br. Su. 
III. 3. 26 ). The Sotra itself contains no word expressing a 
reference to that ^ruti. The force of srfq seems to be to 
assert that the good deeds other than are also 

useful for the effect of that knowledge. ‘ ^ shows the 

addition of some more good deeds to the list of those useful 
for liberation mentioned in the preceding Sutra. Simply 
the feminine gender of * ’ cannot be a reference to 

Sankara has to add 

to the Sutra to make out a reply to the he has 

given for this Sutra. He does not seem to give any inter- 
pretation of ‘ ’ which makes the Sruti referred to by 

the argument for the statement “ ) ”♦ 

Sankara also adds “ 

I ”• word “ also he makes out 

a complete sentence. See Note 29 above. 

Sutra 18 

31. We have proposed to take gnsf^.’ as a part of this 
Sutra. See above Note 29. 

32. — This is undoubtedly a reference to 
Cha. Upa. I. 1. 10 as Sankara rightly points out. 

33. ‘ fs ’ shows that this Sutra is given as an 

argument to prove a conclusion which should ordinarily be 
the same conclusion as in the preceding Sutras unless a 
new conclusion is stated by the Sutrakara. There is here no 
such conclusion, according to Sankara’s reading; yet Sankara 
makes out a new Adhikarana of this Sutra. To us it seems 
that ‘ ’ ( in the preceding Sutra according to Sankara ) 

belongs to this Sutra ; and that this ” refers to both 

( Sutra 16 ) and ( Sutra 17 ) and therefore 

this Sutra should be a part of the same Adhikarana to which 
the preceding two Sutras belong. ‘ ’ also shows the same. 
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The conclusion of the preceding two Sutras is supported 
further by this Sutra. 

34. The Sruti ( Cha. Upa. I. 1. 10 ) in question refers 

to any kind of good deeds,- so that it would bo understood 
as covering both the 3Tf*fT^?nf^ and other rites. “ ” 

in the Sruti is a general reference to all good deeds. All 
good deeds performed with the knowledge ( ), with faith, 

etc., produce a result superior to that of a deed performed 
without . the knowledge ( ). This superior result is 
^ ’ ( Sutra 16 ) the effect of the knowledge of Brahman, 

viz., liberation. In Sutras III. 4. 4 and 10 the Sutrakara 
has shown that the in this Sruti ( Cha. Upa, I. 1. 10 ) 
is not particularly the The Sutrakara here quotes this 

Sruti to prove that actions done with some ( the inner, 
allegorical sense of the rite, not particularly ) also give 

a result other and better than their usual result ( ). In 

Sutras 16 and 1? the Sutrakara quoted a Sruti which dealt with 
the actions done definitely with the aim of achieving the 
knowledge of Brahman and liberation; in this Sutra ( 18 ) he 
quotes a Sruti which does not mention acts done definitely 
with such an aim, but yet which produce a result better than 
their usual one because they are done with a particular kind 
of knowledge ( ). From these texts he concludes that 

dll the become useful to the seeker in 

the attainment of liberation the effect of the knowledge. The 

in Cha. Upa. I. 1. 10 can bo or 

according to the Sutrakara. 

* I 

35. Sankara takes Sutra 18 as connected with the 

question discussed in Sutra 16, viz., whether which 

is useful in the attainment of liberation is the one performed 
with the ‘ the knowledge related to the rites * or not 

or whether there is an option. This question does not seem to 
us to be even suggested by the context. It has been already 
stated in Bra. Su. III. 4. 33 that the duties of the orders 
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should be performed by the seeker with the idea of making 
them a help to the knowledge of Brahman in its aim. He 
interprets the Sutra to mean that which become 

useful in the achievement of liberation is that done with the 
allegorical knowledge of the rite and also that done without it. 
It is strange that he makes no special case of the rite done 
with the knowledge, though the Sruti uses the word 
as distinguished from The Sutrakara seems to us to 

take as referring to the effect of knowledge. 

Sutra 19 

36. The topic of this Sutra is the disposal of the 

both good and bad. The word means 

‘ other than those discussed in the preceding Sutras ' i. e., 
other than the This also shows that Sutras 

16-18 were intended to explain what happened of the 

which preceded the attainment of the 
knowledge of Brahman. The topic of Sutra 15 is 

good and bad deeds ‘ which have not begun to give 
their result ’ and which preceded the attainment of the 
knowledge of Brahman, but that Sutra does not say what 
happens of the this latter is the topic 

of Sutras 16-18. 

The and the ( Sixtra III. 4. 27, III, 

4. 32-34 ) as well as the knowledge of Brahman ( Su. III. 
4. 1) are laid down by the Sutrakara as means to the attainment 
of liberation; so, it is not necessary for the Sutrakara to say 
anything as to how these are disposed of when liberation 
is attained. 

The Sutrakara does not seem to believe in the theory 
that some of the good and the bad deeds of the seeker are 
transferred to those who love and those who hate him. 

37. The ^^^s — both good and bad — are 

*. e. their result is already being worked out; in other 
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words, they are the foundation of this present birth of the 
seeker. Their result ( ) is already decided and has been 

already begun before the seeker attains the knowledge of 
Brahman. For this reason, they cannot be made a help to the 
knowledge of Brahman in the latter’s goal of liberation, as were 
the The evil deeds must 

also give the result which has already been fixed. Thus, the 
are destroyed only after their result is 
experienced ( ) by the seeker. 

38. — After these actions are exhausted the seeker 

gets liberation in the form of union with Brahman ( ). 

The reference in this Sutra is clearly made to Cha. Upa. VI. 
14. 2 viz., 

' ♦ . . • • 

39. Sankara’s remarks in the beginning of his commentary 

on this Sutra ( ) 

are to be understood only in a general way because he himself 
has explained that the 

becomes a help to the knowledge of Brahman for the achieve- 
ment of liberation ( Sutra 16 ). We have shown that Sutra 17 
explains the as becoming 

similarly useful. 
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CHAPTER V 


sKcrrioN I 

The Union of the Senses with the Mind. 

Sutras IV. 2. l-li 

( \ I 

( ^ ) ^ I 

( ^ m'lr i 

( » ) \ 

( '^ ) ^ I 

( % ) ff I 

( 's ) ^iiRi I 

( I 

( I 

(?o) I 

(U) sr^lf i 



TRANSLATION 


T HE Speech [ of the seeker who is departing from 


the body to join Brahman unites ] with his mind because 
it is shown in the ^ruti and because of the Word. 1 

And on the same grounds [ the Speech unites with 
the mind ] after all other senses [ have united with 
the Speech ]. 2 

That mind unites with the breath, because of the 
subsequent sentence. 3 

That breath unites with the governor [ of the body ] 
on account of the approach [of the senses and the breath] 
to him, and other reasons. 4 

He unites with the elements because of the ^ruti 
about them; 5 

Not with one element because both the ^ruti and 
Smrti show it. 6 

[ This departure ] is the same both from the beginning 
of the Path [ of gods ] and after having attained immor- 
tality, 7 

because the union [ of the senses, the mind, the 
breath, the soul, and the elements ] during that time is 
called “ transmigration " ; 8 

and [ that is ] the subtle body, because it is found 
to be so on the strength of the evidence, 9 

hence it is not destroyed by the destruction of the 
gross body, 10 

and this warmth belongs to this [ subtle body ] only 
because of its reasonableness. 11 



NOTES 

Sutra 1 

1. The Shtras forming this Adhikarana deal with such 
^rutis as : — 

(a) sT?rat snoi^- 

II ( Cha. XJpa. VI. 8. 6 ). 

{b) 51^ 9m\ 3iftr^nn?i^cT ( Br. 

Upa. IV. 3. 38 ). JEf ?i3ri?iJnwtS5i5^ snpnt 

»rfii5rJiR^?r ^ ^JT^psn^^Tsrt ^ 

'*ari^?r; q^if «?q% ii I ii ( By. Upa. 

IV. 4. l ). 

(c) ?r sTjcuriT ii^ii ii fq^nsnwt ?i5 

ttsr qjnir qw || cr?[^t q^ ?ft»q ?I 

JET^^qifq^l^q II u II ( Bra. Upa. IV. 9, 11 ). 

(d) jqq ?Ttiq>q?nfqq ^iqq; q^ra^ sqqif^ m 5rRi% 
qifq^ q^q qrq'sr qif qqf^ ^q^% qq: snq qiuT^5lf^ q^r: q?:^F 
^qtqf qiq^Rl^ II \ II qq q^^q qjfqq^ ^qqq qq; qiut 
qiuT^qsrf^ qqs qr^qf Iqqiqwq q sqqi^ ii (Cha. Upa. VI. 15. 1-2). 

2. In the last Adhikarana of the preceding Pada, the 
union [ with Brahman ] was stated to take place after all the 
qT^:«q*5(qtfq ^qffq were exhausted through the individual soul 
experiencing their fruit. Now the Sutrakara shows how 
the soul leaves the body and unites with Brahman. The 
topic introduced in the last Adhikarana of the preceding Pada 
by the word ‘ ^qq^ ’ is continued in this Pada, as is shown 
by the fqqqqiqq of Bra. Su. IV. 2. 1. 

3. — This argument of ‘ ^5?R ’ refers always in 

Brahmasutras to what is shown in the Upanisads and not to what 
we find in the world. And the 6ruti referred to by ia 
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mostly of the kind of an example, rather than a direct rule. 
So, the present argument of seems to refer to Cha. Upa. 
VI. 15. 1. 

4. ‘ ’ may be a reference to a Sruti like Cha. Upa. 

VI. 15. 2 or VI. 8. 6. Since * ’ in Bra. Su. IV. 1. 19 is a 

reference to. Cha. Upa. VI 14. 2, and “ refers to Cha. 

Upa. VI. 15. 1, it is very likely that ‘ refers to Cha. 

Upa. VI. 15. 2. 

5. The reference to Cha. Upa; VI. 14. 2 in Bra. Su. IV. 

1. 19 and to Cha. Upa. VI. 15. 1-2 in Bra. Su. IV. 2. 1 is 

also a written proof for the fact that Bra. Su. IV. 2 deals 
with the knower of the Supreme Brahman. 

6. According to Sankara’s system there is no departure 

( from the body ) of the knmver of Brahman, so he says that the 
order of the senses departing from the body mentioned here 
refers to the lowev loves for which also the qr^jj: is 

described in Bra. Su. IV. 3. Thus, he does not see any 
connection between Bra. Su. IV. 2-3 and Bra. Su. IV. 1. We 
have already given above two arguments to show that all 
these Padas, at least the last Adhikarana of Bra. Su. IV. 1 
and the first Adhikarana of Bra. Su. IV. 2, are closely conne- 
cted ( See above Notes 2, 5 ). For Sankara’s argument based 
upon Sutra 7, see our Notes there. Sankara tries to show that 

‘ Speech ’ in the Sutra means the function of the sense of 
Speech, not the sense itself. His argument based upon Sutra IV. 

2. 16 does not stand because the word ‘ sifqyTiq ’ in that Sutra 

does not mean, ‘dissolution’; but only telescopic ‘ union ’ (See 
our Notes there ), and the ‘ ’ does not refer only to the 

last item, but it refers to all the items. His other argument (afcfrq- 

) is not given by the Sutrakara directly or indirectly. ‘ 
should refer to a text rather than only to what we see taking place 
when a man leaves the body. And as we have already shown, 
probably refers to Cha. Upa, VI. 15. 1. The Sutrakara seems 
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to understand the ^ruti to mean that the sense of Speech 
unites with the mind in a telescopic manner. He takes 
not in the sense of dissolution, but in the sense of “ union 
Sankara may be understood as taking to refer to Cha. 
Upa. VI. 15. 2 instead of Cha. Upa. VI. 8. 6. ^He interprets 
the word as and argues that the Sruti uses 

for through the 

Sutra 2 

7. “ sfcT ” can mean a reference to the arguments 

given in the preceding Sutras viz.^ and But 

there seem to be no 6rutis to which and supporting 
the sense of 3f3 ( See below ) can be traced. Therefore, 

we should here interpret “ sm qq ” in another way in 
which it is used and interpreted elsewhere in the Sutras, e. ff., 
HI. 4. 25 ( strT qq ), and I. 3. 29 ( am qq ^ 

If we compare the sense of 3T?f qq in all the Sutras 
where the expression occurs, we shall find that in all the places 
it means a reference to the statement in the preceding Sutra, 
rather than to the source of argument therein. 

8. is undoubtedly a reference to 
as ^afikara points out. 

9. ‘ 315 ’ is to be taken as a preposition governing ‘ 

We cannot add to it and make it a part of 

because not only it involves a clear addition to the Sutra, but 
it also makes ^Tqff^ a subject e. a nominative form which 
it does not seem to be. Moreover, in that case we have to 
take ‘ qq: ’ as an implied object of ‘ qgq^J^ *. 

10. ?rqff^ 3T3 — The Speech unites with the mind ajier 
all the senses. This can mean either that all the senses first 
unite with the sense of Speech and then the Speech unites with 
the mind or that all the senses unite with the mind and then the 
sense of Speech unites with the mind. Out of these two possibi- 
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lities the former interpretation seems to us to be the better 
because it agrees better with the meaning of «irr ( “ because 
the Speech unites with the mind ” ). Because the Speech unites 
with the mind, we shall conclude that it does so after all the senses 
unite with the Speech. The Cha. Upa. Sruti ( VI. 15, 2 ) says that 
the Speech unites with the mind. From this we should infer that 
the Speech does so after all the senses unite with the Speech. We 
make this suggestion on the ground of the Srutis in which 
or the sense of Speech stands for all the senses e. g. 

l ( Tai. Upa. II. 4. 1 ), (2) m?r: 

( Ka. Upa. III. 13 ) where Sankara remarks “ 
t (3) Cf. also 

SqtfiRI# rTWrlt ^511^ 

rTSr II ( Cha. 

Upa. IV. 3. 5 ). The Sutrakara who follows the Chandogya 
Upanisad Sruti seems to us to reconcile it with Pra. Upa. III. 9 
which Sahkara quotes, by saying that the Speech unites with the 
mind after all the senses have united with it ( with the 
Speech ). Thus, he sticks to the Chandogya Upanisad state- 
ment that it is the Speech which unites with the mind. 

11. This interpretation of as ff^sfurrf^, given 

by Sankara also, shows that here the Sutrakara and the 
Srutis speak of the union of all the senses, not of the dissolu- 
tion of their functions, 

12. Sahkara takes ‘ ng ’ to mean a reference to the 

very arguments viz., and ( and for 

which see below ), given in Sutra 1. He takes gr^ as 

and takes *r: as understood, thus interpreting ‘ ’ 

as “ ”, and making ^ffor a nom. plural. Thereby 

in the Pra. Upa. Sruti he brings out the sense that all the 

f See Anandgiri on Sankara’s bha^ya siqydsftsPf 
U'Ufsr ^ ^risrutuJrftrcqRffUi? ii 
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functions of the senses merge into the mind, but not the senses 
themselves. 

It may be asked, " If the Sutrakara follows the Pra^na 
Upa. J^ruti ( as Sankara’s interpretation of Sutra 2 explains ), 
why does he mention the Cha. Upa. Sruti, in which only Speech 
is mentioned, in Sutra 1 ?” To this he replies that the ae'parate 
mention of the merging of the Speech into the mind in Sutra 
1 is out of regard for the Cha. Upa. Sruti. This explanation 
of Sankara is hardly consistent with the method of the 
Sutrakara as revealed in his work. Generally, in the case of 
slightly differing Srutis, the Sutrakara never collects them all 
in several Sutras, as is the case here according to Sankara. 
Hather he sticks to the old tradition i. e., to the Cha. and the 
Bf. Upani^ds, and explains the difference in other Upani^ds 
by making the latter ■ secondary as compared with the Cha. 
and Br. Upanisads. Here also the fact seems to be that the 
Sutrakara sticks to the Cha. Upanisad and explains the state- 
ment in the Pra. Upa. by saying that all the senses (except the 
Speech) unite with the Speech and then the Speech unites with 
the mind; in the opinion of the Sutrakara this is the reason 
why the Cha. Upa. speaks of only the Speech as uniting 
with the mind. 

Sutra 3 

13 . ‘ ’ means the mind with which the Speech unites. 

14 . — This is a reference to ‘ w: sriur ’ which 

follows ‘ ’ in Cha. Upa. VI. 15. 2. 

15 . It seems that the Sutrakara in these Sutras makes 
clear the order of the senses at the time of the departure 
from the body. This order is not mentioned in such Srutis 
about the departure, as 

( a ) Pra. Upa. IV. 9. 10 ( See Notes on Sutra 1 ), and 

( b ) »T?n: i 

’Stiffs aTRtn ^ « 

( Mu. Upa. m. 2. 7 ). 
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The purpose of the Sutrakara in Stitras IV. 2. 1-15 is to 
tell us the order of this union of all these in the Supreme 
One in the case of the knower of Brahman. The order also 
is not the same in all the Srutis where it is given. So, he 
reconciles these Srutis also. In none of these Srutis we find 
the mention, of the or function of the senses or the mind. 
And the in Sutra 16 is a union, not dissolution, as 

explained in Sutra 16. For these reasons Sankara’s view that 
the is established here by rejecting the Purvapaksa 

of the dissolution of the sense or the mind does not seem to 
us to respresent the Sutrakara’s view ( See Note on Sotra 5 ). 

16. For Ankara’s exlpanation that the function of the mind 

is dissolved into the Prana, see Note on the preceding Sutra. 
The ) also does not refer to the function of the 

mind. The arguments of and are not given in 

the Sutra. 

17. Sankara gives the argument of in Sutras 1-3 

and the words “ I ” in his hhaaya on Bra, 

Su. IV. 2. 1 sound as if he is quoting an argument from 
the Sutra itself. But it is not found in any Patha of the 
Sutras. The Ratnaprabhs explains ‘ ’ as . 

There is no Sruti with the required negation. 

Sntra 4 

18. ‘ ’ refers to the Prana with which the mind has 

united. 

19. — With we have to take as 

understood. This word * ’ means the sflfq as Sankara 

points out. The Sutrakara uses the word in the sense 

of the lord; here it means the lord of the body, just as it 
means the lord of the ( an effect-world ) in Bra. Su. IV. 
3. 10 ( ). 


4B 
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20. ^ ?r5<l»HT ’ means the approach of Jifni to 

the This is a reference to such a text as 

sTiorr ( By. Upa. 

IV. 3. 38, IV. 4. 1 ). In Pra. Upa. IV. 9, 11, it is stated that 
the individual soul approaches the Supreme Immutable One; 
but it is not stated there ( or even in Mu. Upa, III. 2. 7 ) 
at what stage the individual soul joins the process of 
departure. Moreover, in Cha. Upa. VI. 15, the individual soul 
is not mentioned though it is mentioned in other Srutis. So, 
the Sutrakara makes these doubts clear by this Sutra. 

21. “ 3T|^ ” in the Sutra may be taken as referring to 
Br. Upa. IV. 4. 2 ( 

Jinin I ) as Sankara points out. 

22. As in other Sutras, here we find no reference in 
the Sutra to the function of the sin>T being dissolved into the 
individual soul. 

Sutra 5 

23. The individual soul unites with the elements. 

1 

refers to a bruti about the elements ( ). Such a Sruti 

would be Pra. Upa. IV. 11, viz., 

f^^nuRJn ^5 sn«ni I 

I 

The SvitrakSra refers to a Sruti mentioning all the 
elements ; be does not say that the Sruti he refers to states 
that “ the individual soul resorts to the element so, in 
‘ ’ refers only to the elements and not to a statement 

about the individual soul resorting to the elements. This require- 
ment is fulfilled by the above Sruti, and perhaps in all the (ten) 
Upanisads recognised by the Sutrakara, that is the only Sruti 
mentioning ( all ) the elements with regard to the departure. 

24. Sankara who takes “ *’ ( Cha. Upa. VI. 8. 

6 ) as the Sruti referred to by the Sutra has to explain 
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as modification of the word in 

the Sutra as well as the objection which Sankara answers by 
giving the example of a journey to Pataliputra from Srughna 
via Mathurd, also shows that Pra. Upa. IV. 11 is a better 
of this Sutra than Cha. Upa. VI. 8. 6. 

25. In, the case of Speech, mind and breath, Sankara 
argued that the functions only of these are dissolved into the 
succeeding ones, and not they themselves. It was not possible 
to give a similar explanation regarding the contact of the 
individual soul with the elements ; so, Sankara says that the 
ruler of the body stays in the elements ( 

). To us it appears that this alone ( ) was 

meant by the Sruti and the Sutras rather than any kind of 
dissolution of the function. 


Sutra 6 

26. ‘ ’ means ‘ ’. This expression is 

cleverly used by theSutrakara to refer to^gi^and also the Water. 

27. q refers first to in the ^ruti 

“ ” ( Cha. Upa. VI. 15. 2 ). The resort of the 

individual soul is not only one element viz., the light which 
is mentioned in the Cha. Upa. Sruti ( VI. 15. 2 ) about 
the departure. 

28. — The fact that the soul does not reside only 

in one element has been proved in Bra. Su. III. 1. 1-2 on 
the ground of a question and an answer. The Sruti discussed 
there was Cha. Upa. V. 3. 3 and ‘‘ the one element ” was the 
Water. It was to bring out this reference that the Sutrakara 
used the expression ‘ instead of the words ‘ qq' 

as required by the Cha. Upa. text. 

29. Sankara gives also another explanation of 9[^qq: as 

* ^^qq: but as the Smrti reference can not be traced 

to the Bhagavadgita or the Mahabharata and as *q^f|qq,’ 
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may be taken also as referring to the Water, because each of 
Cha. Upa. VI. 15. 2 and Cha. Upa. V. 3. 3 mentions only 
one element and gives rise to a similar discussion. 

Sankara mentions a purvapahsa on the ground of the fact 
that in Br. Upa. III. 2. 13 the individual soul is described as 
resorting to his actions at the time of the departure instead 
of to the elements. The answer to this doubt can be had 
from Sutras 7-8. But it is not quite correct to hold that 
‘‘ the receiving of the elements ” is mentioned here because a 
new gross body is to be assumed by the departing soul. Also 
in the last departure when the knower of Brahman is to attain 
immortality ( ar^fq-Sutra 7 ) and is no more going to be 
reborn with a new mundane body, the soul does resort to the 
elements which unite with the Supreme Being in the heart 
( Sutras 12, 15, 17 ). 

Sutra 7 

30. ‘ ’ — This process of departure ( ) is 

the same ; it remains unchanged between the two points 
mentioned in the Sutra. 

‘ ’ means unchanged because the last is 

slightly different from this In the last the 

elements in their turn resort to ( Siitra 15 ) by the 

relation of union ( Sutra 16 ) and there are other noticeable 
features mentioned in Sutra 17. These are not present in all 
the which precede the last one and, therefore, all 

those ^cSRifscis are similar while the last one is dissimilar. 

31. “ From the begining of the Path ” 

“ the Path of the gods ( )•” means a path e. g., 

snqfqtdt 55% (Bha. Gi. VIII 26), Though both 

the path of the Pitfs and that of the gods can be called ‘ ’5 

here the Sutrakara means the Path leading to immortality, so 
the in this Sutra should be taken as the Path of the 
gods ( ). The various worlds to which on© can go when 
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he is on this Path are described in the next Pada ( Bra. 
Su. IV. 3 ). 

The Shtrakara seems to say that after one begins this 
Path or takes to this Path the method of departure described 
in the preceding Sutras takes place. 

32. — ‘ ’ should be derived from 

'Sf'l + to fast. would mean “ having fasted ; ” so 

would mean “ having tasted ” «. e., having reached, 
having got. ‘ ’ should be taken as the object of 

“ ” means “ and having attained immortality. ” 

The Sutrakara says that the departure described in the 
preceding Sutras is the same from the begining of the Path 
of gods, and [ it is also the same ] after one has attained 
immortality. Thus, this departure is here said to be the same 
also after one has attained immortality. 

33, Sankara does not interpret the Sutra to mean that 
the departure is the same from the beginning of the Path in 
the sense that it is the same for all the stations or the worlds 
on the Path of gods. But he raises a question whether this 
departure is the same for the knower and for the non-knower 
or whether it is different. In fact, the question about the 
departure of the subtle body ( together with the senses )+ 
in the case of those who do not know the Atman § has 
already been discussed in Bra. Su, III, 1. The going of the 
elements ( Bra. Su. III. 1, 2 ) and that of the senses ( Bra. 
Su. III. 1. 3 ) is a clear reference to the departure or 

of these subtle constituents from the body in the case of those 
who do not know the Atman. Moreover, the context of Bra. 
Su, IV. 2. 7 suggests that here the question of the 
of only the knower of Atman is considered. In the first Pada 

II ( Bra. Su. III. 1. 1-2 ). 

§ l ( Bra. Su. Ill, 1. 7 ). 
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the disposal of his actions is mentioned ( Bra. Su. IV. 1. 
12-19 ), and in the third the various worlds situated on the 
Path of the gods are mentioned in due order ( Bra. Su. IV. 
3. 1 ). Moreover, the attainment of immortality mentioned in 
this Sutra (7) also suggests that here is the Path of gods. 
It is on that Path that wo read “ !i ”, “ he 

returns not ”. So, the of the senses etc., takes place 

in the case of both the knower and the non-knower ( or the 
ritualist ) ; but in the former case there is an order regarding 
how the senses, the mind, the breath, the soul and the 
elements join with each succeeding one, while in the case of 
the ritualist the subtle body together with the soul leaves the 
body without any such conscious procedure regarding their 
union. For these reasons, there is no likelihood of the 
question of the non-knower being discussed here. As 
Sankara himself notices, the regularly developing ». e., 

the in which each preceding item joins each succeeding 

one, is mentioned in the Upanisads only where the context 
is about the knowledge of the Atman; while such a regular 
development and preparation for the departure on the part of 
the members of the subtle body is never mentioned in the 
Upanisads in the case of the ritualists. This also suggests 
that the Sutrakara would do the same. 


Again, the based upon 5| sr(cn ( Bp. 

Upa, IV. 4. 6 ) is discussed in Sutra 12, and it actually arises 
from the statement ( ) in Sutra 7. So, that 

is out of point here. 

fcSahkara’s reply ( ) is his own, it is not 

given in the Sutra itself, though he tries to bring out this 
meaning out of 

Sankara does not make an object of “ ” 

but he separates the two words and he interprets ar^qt^q as 
an|?«qr and construes it with taken as under- 
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stood; and, thereby, he changes the entire sense of 
in so far as he concludes 

I. There is no suggestion in the Sutra, which would 
justify us in explaining as If a 

Sruti mentions and in the same context, one is 

hardly justified in explaining that as unless one 

resorts to independent arguments not mentioned in the Sruti. 

Sutra 8 

34. This Sutra gives only an argument and from the context 
it seems to be an argument for the statement in Sutra 7. 

36. would ‘ mean during the time from the beginning 

of the Path of the gods till after the attainment of immortality.’ 

36. * ’ is the mixing, uniting, i. e. the union of 

the senses with the mind, upto the union of the soul with 

the elements described in Sutras 1-6. 

37. — This union of the items of the 

subtle body during the time already stated is called the trans* 

migration ‘ The Sutra tells us that the union ( ) 

is called In the case of the taking place after 

the attainment of immortality, the so far described is a 

part of the So, it will be even then a part of the 

transmigration of the soul ( ), 

The further part of the union ( Sutra 15 ) is not called 
This seems to bo the point of difference between the 
union described in Sutras 1-6 and that in Sutra 15. 

Because the union during the time from the beginning of 
the Path of gods till after the attainment of immortality is called 
the union during that period is the same or is of the 
same kind. The ends there, t. e., it ends on the 

union of the soul with the elements. The union beyond that 
time, during the ^cSRiffcT is not called and, therefore, it 

differs from the one described in Sutras 1-6. 
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38. W© have taken ‘ ’ as and ; Sankara 

takes it as and ( «nr ), and adds and 

makes an argument for “ It 

is in this manner that he makes out a new Adhikarana begin- 
ning with Sutra 8. To us it seems that the addition of * sfqftf ^ * 
is unnecessary and therefore, not legitimate and that ‘ * 

should be directly connected with Moreover, 

according to Sankara, this Sutra discusses the nature of the 
union of the with the Supreme Deity mentioned in Cha. 
Upa. VI. 8. 6 ( 

whether it is absolute 
or relative. But to us it seems that this point is considered in 
Bra. Su. IV. 2. 15-16 and, therefore, it is not the topic here. 
Again, ^ (in 3n«f^; according to Sankara ) does not 

mean only but it has to be explained as 

. This is rather not very harmonious with 
the fact that the Siitrakara has rejected the singular form 
and has established the view about the plural number of the 
elements ( forming the subtle body of the knower of Atman, 
See ^Sutras 5—6 ) and he follows that view again in Sutra 15, 

— Even if we follow this reading of separating 
us and the word cannot mean 

because here the liberation itself is not the topic ; rather 
he mentioned in these Sutras ( 1-6 ) is the one taking 

ilace as a part of the ^?isrf*cr. Sankara explains 
IS the statement about transmigration, not as “ being called 
to give a name to something ) transmigration The 
continues till liberation is achieved chiefly 
)ecause the of the soul continues ; not because is 

uentioned in the i^rutis like Katha Upa. V. 7. The oontinua- 
ion of is itself the The fact that the 

icccm^anies the soul during transmigration has been already 
stabiished in Bra. Su. III. 1. 1—4, which was the proper place 
a the Siitras for the discussion of that question, rather than 
Ira. Su. IV. 2 which is chiefly meant to describe the procedure 
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of the of the knower of Brahman. Lastly, the union 

of the ?r3rj.( or the elements ) with the Supreme Deity never 
takes place as a part of (in) the departure ( ) occurring 
during the transmigration ( ) of the soul. If that union 

takes place, the immediately next step is liberation ( Vide 
Satras 15-17 ). Even in ^a&kara’s system after that union takes 
plaee, the soul goes to and never returns to this world. 

It is the union of the soul with the Supreme One during deep- 
sleep state which is not final (See Sutras IV. 2. 15-16 below ). 

Sutra 9 

39. Sutras 9-11 seem to give one more argument why 

the departure ( ) of tho senses, the mind, the breath 

and tho elements takes place in the case of one on the Path 
of the gods and also after tho attainment of immortality. These 
senses, etc., form the subtle body and hence when the gross 
body is destroyed that subtle body is not destroyed. Thus, the 
only possibility is that it accompanies the soul on tho Path of 
the gods and oven after he attains immortality. 

40. The body made of tho senses, etc., is a subtle one 
because it is found to be so on the strength of the evidence 
( of the ^ruti and the Smyti ). Cf. Bhagavadgita XV. 7-9, and 
also Bra. Sti. III. 1. 7. As regards tho proof of the Sruti see Bf. 
Upa. IV. 4. 6. 

41. Sankara takes with Wo may 

as well take with understood (See Sankara on the 

next Sutra), gr should mean an additional argument besides that 
in Sutra 8 ; but Sankara takes it in the sense of and 

interprets it as Sankara interprets as an ex- 

planation of snrpinr:, and takes ‘ the finding ’ as a reference to the 
Sruti of the departure of the soul with the subtle body from 
the hundred-and-first artery ( viz., Cha. Upa. VIII. 6. 6 ). This 
is quite consistent with the fact that in the Sutras 

Att 
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always refers to what we find in the Scripture particularly the 
the Sruti. For this reason, srinoT or * proof ’ can only mean the 
proof of the Scripture. 

Sutra 10 

42. — ‘ Because the body is subtle 

43. ‘ ’ (destruction) refers to that of the gross body, 

as feahkara rightly explains it. By the destruction of the gross 
body the subtle body being subtle is not destroyed. This has 
been stated in Sutra III. 1. 4. It is mentioned here again in 
order to show that the subtle body must accompany even one who 
has attained immortality, because only then it will be destroyed. 

Sutra 11 

44. This warmth which we feel when we touch the gross 
body and which is not felt when even a knower of Brahman 
departs, must reasonably belong to this subtle body ( See Br. Upa. 
IV. 4. 1 ). The Sutrakara hero gives another proof why the 
subtle body must accompany one who has attained immortality. 
Even when after death the gross body is not burnt, we 
find it cold. This means the subtle body to which the warmth 
belongs is not destroyed but has accompanied the departing soul. 

Thus, the nature of the subtle body is itself a proof that 
the senses, the mind, the breath and the elements accompany 
those on the Path of the gods and those who have attained 
immortality. 

45. In the case of Sutras 9-11 Sankara, does not tell us why 
the description of the subtle body is given in this place in the 
Sutras. Probably he only thinks that here the Sutras describe 
only the nature of the subtle body, . which, according to him, 
is referred to by in ?f^+ in Sutra 8. To us it 
appears that Sutra 8 gives an argument for the statement in 
Sutra 7 and that Sutras 9-11 give another argument for the 
same. ‘ 9 * in Sutra 9 shows this* 
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Departure of the senses, etc., even after 
the Attainment of Immortality. 

Sutras IV. 2. 12-14 

( I 

( U ) I 

( u ) ^ I 

TRANSLATION 

[ If it be argued that there is no departure of the 
senses, etc., after the attainment of immortality ] because 
there is a negation in the ^ruti, we reply, “ No [ The 
negation is about the departure of these ] from the 
individual soul, 12 

because [ the negation from him ] is clear in the text 
of the followers of one of the Branches of the Veda, 13 


and it is stated in the Smrti. 


14 



NOTES 

Sutra 12 

1. Sutra 12 gives a against the Proposition made 

by the Sutrakara in Sutras 7-11. In Sutra 7 it was said that 
the departure ( ) is the same even after the attainment 
of immortality, and Sutras 8-11 give arguments for the same 
conclusion. Now, Sutra 12 raises an objection against it and 
Sutras 13-14 give an answer to it. 

2. -This is clearly a reference to Bj-. Upa. IV. 

4. 6, m., ^ snofl In this Sruti it is clearly stated 

that the senses together with the vital airs do not depart from 
the body in the case of the seeker who desirelessly seeks 
only the Atman. This is a contradiction of the assertion that 
the departure of the senses, etc., is the same oven after the 
attainment of immortality, made in Sutra 7 and supported by 
arguments in Sutras 8-11. 

3. ^ — The Sutrakara does not accept the opponent’s 
view that Br. Upa. IV. 4. 6 negatives the departure of the senses, 
etc., from the gross body in the case of one who seeks Atman. 

4. — In this word the Sutrakara gives his inter- 
pretation of in Br. Upa. IV. 4. 6. means 

but the Sutrakara takes it in the sense of It is not 

that the senses, etc., of tlie soul seeking Atman do not depart; 
but the Sruti means that the senses, etc,, do not depart from the 
soul seeking Atman. According to Sutras 1-7, the senses unite 
with the mind, the mind then unites with the breath, that 
breath with the soul and the soul with the subtle elements. Thus, 
if the snuis at all depart, they must depart only from the soul. 
Having this procedure in his mind, the Sutrakara says that 
the senses do not depart from the souL-in-ihe-hody. Thus, clitr 
in the i^ruti means ' ’ according to Sutra 12. 
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5. As shown above the topic in Sutras 7-11 is oontinued 
in Sutra 12. So this Sutra ( 12 ) forms part of the same 
Adhikarana as Sutras 7-11. Therefore, Sutra 12 cannot be 
taken as beginning a new Adhikarana. Similarly Sutras 13-14 
belong to the same Adhikarana as Sutras 7-11. 

6. Sankara takes the whole of Sutra 12 as a 

so that ‘ ’ is an argument of the presupposed 

by the and ‘ q is a view of the The 

here holds the view that the srfois of those who get 
absolute immortality do not depart from the body ; the 
says that the negation in the Sruti tells us that his STrqs do 
not depart from him, but that they do depart from his body. 

We have shown that Sutras 7-11 discuss the problem of 
the departure of the in®13 ( the senses and the breath ) of one 
who has attained absolute immortality; they are the Siddhanta 
Sutras and they assert that the in his ease is the 

same as described in Sutras 1-6. Now, as we have 

shown, should mean an objection to the Siddhantin’s view 
that the snurs of a seeker of Atman depart after he attains 
immortality. Thus, ® ^'iq^ against the view 

expressed in the Siddhanta Sutras and * s| ’ is the 

Siddhantin's own view, which is established in Sutras 7-11. 
There is no indication in Sutra 12 that the whole of that Sutra 
is a nor is such an indication ( e. g., a word like ^ ) 

found in Sutra 13. Rather ‘ ’ in Sutra 13 expressly shows 

that ‘ ST in Sutra 12 is the Siddhantin's view. ‘ fs ’ 

is never used in the Sutras to show that the preceding Sutra 
is a it always shows that the Sutra in which it 

occurs is an additional argument supporting the conclusion 
arrived at in the preceding Sutra. 

l^ahkara says that the in Sutra 7 is STTq%qi and 

that from that fact an inference may be made ( by the ^qf^T^l ) 
that the Sutrakara holds the view that in the case of the attain- 
ment of absolute immortality, there is no and ^rfer. This 
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very argument of Sankara rather shows that in Sutra 7 

is absolute immortality and that * ’ is a against 

it. So, the argument itself argues against Sankara. Moreover, 
the very fact that Sutra 12 is required to be explained as a 
continuation of Sutra 7 shows that Sutras 9-11 do not form an 
independent Adhikarana, but should be interpreted as we 
have done. 

Sankara’s explanation of ‘ *1 ’ ( which is a 

view according to him ), as the negation of the departure of 
the sense, etc., from the soul^ but no negation from the body is 
rather a strange one, because in the procedure of 
which requires that the snors unite with the soul and that the 
soul then unites with the elements, there is no possibility of 
the inuia leaving the body unless they do so by accompanying 
the soul. Moreover, as we have shown, ‘ ’ is an expla- 
nation of the Sutrakara for ‘ ’ in the ^ruti and the Sutra- 

kara seems to have no intention of suggesting that the senses 
depart from the body. The STfuis do not depart from the soul, 
not because the Sruti says so, but because they cannot. Of 
course, Saiikara makes it a argument, but even then it 

cannot be so absurd ; it must have an apparently possible meaning. 

The which Sankara quotes in order to 

support his interpretation of is in fact not considered 

by the Sutrakara in Sutra 12, but it is referred to in SOtra 13. 

Sutra 13. 

7. — TheSotrakara supports his explanation 

of in ‘ w squiT He has explained as 

He holds that being a genetive form is not a 
clear form, because it can be interpreted as implying various 
relations. So, he refers to the ablative form in the School of 
the mvq^^rs viz., q This ablative form 

makes it clear that iu the recension is to be under- 
stood as 
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8. ‘ ’ shows that the Sutrakara refers to the text of 

other Branch of the Veda than the one referred to in Sutra 12. 

9. Sankara unnecessarily quotes the text under 

Sutra 12. The result of that attitude is that in Sutra 13 

is also taken by him to refer to the same Branch as in Sutra 
12, because in the latter the is By. Upa. IV. 4. 6 

and in Sutra 13 it is By. Upa. III. 2. 11, thus the 

in both the Sutras are from the same Branch of the Veda. 
This is inconsistent with the sense of in the Sutras. 

Moreover, fcJaiikara does not interpret Sutra 13 as support- 
ing Sutra 12, as is required by ‘ Mn Sutra 13 ; but according 
to him Sutra 13 is meant to be the and to deny the 

view established in Sutra 12. We have already shown above 
( See Note on Sutra 12 ) that Sutra 13 gives one more 
argument for the conclusion ‘ 5f ’ in Sutra 12. There is 

no ‘ sf ’ in Sutra 13, though Saiikara mentions it in his com- 
mentary. To take ‘ »r ’ as understood is undoubtedly very 
dangerous to a correct interpretation of the Sutra. 

Sankara supports his position in Sutras 12-13 by inter- 
preting and in By. Upa. III. 2. 11 as referring to 

the body and not to the soul, though ( 1 ) according to the 
question ( ), the 3^ 

is distinctly the topic of discussion, and is referred to by 
and ( 2 ) though ‘ ’ should be taken as a refer- 
ence to the same 35^, and which primarily 

belong to the body being secondarily attributed to him. The 
argument that “ ^i^rsRtffcTJ sPHt sf ” is not correct 

because when the iri’irs depart from the body, they have to 
depart from the soul inasmuch as at the time of the soul’s 
the snors lie united with ( or having restored to ) the soul 
through the mind and the vital airs, so that if the snors at all 
depart, they can do so only from the soul, otherwise the soul 
keeps them within himself when he comes out through the 
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hundred-and-first artery ( Sutra 17 ). The ^ruti also expressly 
mentions the 3^ who is referred to by Upa. 

IV. 4. 2 is a clear reference to the soul. As regards Sankara’s 
argument that Bp. Upa. IV. 4. 2 refers to the see 

Sutra III. 4. 11, and Sankara’s commentary on it. The Sdtra- 
kara takes that Sruti as referring to the and the ‘ ’ 

only as referring to the This is the of 

and mentioned in Bf. Upa. IV. 4. 2. So, it is not correct 
to say or at least to hold the Sutrakara to have believed that 
Bf. Upa. IV. 4. 2 refers only to the The question of 

gTnfw i. e., the reasonableness of the andirf^ of one 

who knows Brahman is not always identical with that of the 
interpretation of the text itself because may differ 

according to the argumentator. 

Sutra 14 

9. The Sutrakara quoted a Sruti in his favour in the 
preceding Sutra. Here he quotes a Smyti which says that at 
the time of the departure of one who knows Brahman the snnrs 
remain with the soul. Such a Sm^ti would be the following ; — 

5i§r I 

q: qqi^ ?q5r?^5 ^ qRrq^ll (Bha. Gi. VIII. 12-13). 

In this Smyti the senses and the breath are said to be 
with the individual soul in the body at the time of the 
departure of the knower of Brahman. Thus, this Smjti is 
referred to in Sutra 14 to show that the qfqs do not depart 
from the knower of Brahman at the time of 

I 

10. According to Sankara a Sm^rti from the Mahabharata 

stating the absence of qf^ and in the case of a knower 

of jBrahman is referred to by the Sutrakara in this Sutra. This 
interpretation regarding the nature of the Smyti meant by the 
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Sutrakara depends upon the interpretation of Sutra 13 and 
therefore what we have said on the subject in Sutra 13 
applies to Sutra 14 also. In fact, a Smyti supporting the 
absence of the departure of the snors from the soul seeking 
absolute immortality is referred to by the Sutrakara. There is 
no discussion of the of the knower of Brahman here. As 
Sankara himself says, the are discussed later on 

( Bra. Su. IV. 3. 7 ). 


<7 
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The Union with the Supreme One in the heart. 

Sutra IV. 2. 15 

( uif I 


TRANSLATION 

T HOSE elements [ with which the soul has united, 
mix ] with the Supreme One [ present in the heart of the 
knower ], because so says the Sruti. 



NOTES 

Sutra 15 

1. In the preceding Adhikarana ( Sutras 7-14 ), it was 

stated that the described in Sutras 1-6 is the same 

also after the attainment of absolute immortality. In this 
Sutra ( 15 ) the Sutrakara describes what happens after the 
common upto that of the )j^s has taken place. 

2. ‘ ?Trf5l ’ refers to in Sutras 6-6. After the 

individual soul resorts to or unites with the elements ( SOtras 
4, 5 ), those elements unite with the Supreme Being ( ). 

3. ?r«ri ot5-( 1 ) Irsrt ( Cha. Upa. VI. 15. 2 ); 

( 2 ) qrtiffiir anctri i 

( Mu. Upa. III. 2. 7 ). 

4. q?: — The Para is the Supreme One called qri ^qcTI in 

Cha. Upa. VI. 15. 2, and ‘ q?: sjsqq ’ in Mu. Upa. III. 2. 7. This 
Para is the Supreme Being 'presni in the human heart. It is 
the process of which is described here and it takes 

place in the body. ‘ q?: ’ meant by the Sutrakara is the Supreme 
Being residing in the heart. Sutra 17 is a proof ot this. 

in ‘ ’ refers to q^ and that Sutra ( 17 ) describes what 

happens further after the union of the elements ( in which 
the individual soul is sheltering itself ) with the Supreme 
Being in the heart takes place. Thus, the context of the 
Sutras makes it quite clear that q?: in Sutra 15 means the 
Su'preme One in the heart of the seeker of absolution. The 
Br. Upa. ^ruti ( Br. Upa. IV. 4. 1 ) which is referred to in 
Sutra 17 also helps us in this respect. The soul, it says, 
together with the elements ( in which that of the Light predomi- 
nates ) proceeds to the heart itself and then we are told that 
it unites ( ), ». it unites with the Supreme Being 
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in the heart, and finally the soul comes out from the body 
through the hundred-and-first artery and joins with the rays 
of the Sun. Ail this shows that q?: in Sutra 15 is the Supreme 
One in the heart. 

Also the Srutis seem to us to be clear on this point. 
Thus, Cha. Upa. VI. 15. 1 ( qtq^r W: 

snoT^ad^ q?:?qr criqnnsn% i ) says that the 

departing soul is able to know and recognise his relatives as 
long as the elements ( Sutras 5-6 ) do not unite with the 
Supreme Deity called qr: in Sutra ( 15 ); this shows that the 
Deity is the Deity present in the heart. As distinguished 
from this Sruti we have another Cha. Upa. Sruti viz., 

qi: 3qt%qq«q?i qjqonf^|q«q?l% i 
( Cha. Upa. VIII. 12. 3 ). This Sruti does not deal with the 
problem of but it tells us what happens after the soul 

having been carried to the Supreme Light by the Carrier 
( ) on the end of the Path of gods unites with that 

q’C sqjiq; and reappears in its own form. The Sutras also are 
clear. Sutras IV. 2. 15 and 17 deal with the union of the elements 
( with which the soul has united ) with the Para in the heart, 
while Sutras IV. 4. 1-4 discuss the union of only the soul 
with the Supreme One at the end of the journey on the Path 
of gods. One more point is that when during the 
the elements with the soul unite with the Para in the heart, 
the Para helps the soul in coming out of the body and the 
subtle elements do not leave the body [but are burnt therein (?)]; 
while when after the the soul unites with the Para, 

the former resumes its own form and reappears with that form. 

5. Sankara does not seem to notice the fact that qifq 
refers to the elements with which the individual soul has united 
( Sutras 5-6 ). His interpretation of Sutras 7-14 seems to 
have led him to give up the link between Sutras 5-6 and 
Sutra 15. Thus, indirectly bis explanation of Sutra 15 
supports the interpretation of Sutras 7-14 suggested by us. 
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Sankara takes as the senses and the elements of the soul 
who has attained absolute immortality according to his view 
of Sutras 12-14. Thus, in his view does not mean the 

elements to which the soul has resorted or with which 
the soul has united, but only the parts of the body of 
the knower of Brahman. Thus, means, according to 

him, even the gross elements of the body. By ?r«lf me 
Sankara does not refer to those Srutis which mention the 
; 3 r?Rrf»?r-process and in which it is stated that the soul with 
the" subtle elements unites with the Supreme One in the heart 
at the time of the departure from the body. Mu. Upa.lll. 2. 7 
a-b quoted by Saiikara mentions the disposal of the gross 
body of the knower of Brahman. But according to the 
Sutrakara the destruction of the gross body does not lead to 
the destruction of the subtle body ( Sutra 10 ); so, even when 
the gross body of the knower of Brahman is destroyed by the 
dissolution of the gross elements, the disposal of his subtle 
elements and senses yet remains to be explained. Another 
point is that even in the case of the knower of Brahman the 
gross elements of the gross body do not unite with or do 
not return to the Supreme One, but, as in the case of those 
of the ignorant, they return to the gross elements of Nature 
from which they were derived. This is clear from the Srutis 
dealing with that problem, e. g.. Mu. Upa. III. 2. 7 a-b and 
also from the fact that an objection is raised on this very 
point in Sankara’s commentary itself. The latter half of Mu. 
Upa. III. 2. 7 c-d ( 1 ) 

which is not considered by Sankara along with Mu. Upa. III. 
2. 7 a-b which he quotes, solves the problem, because that 
latter half states that the senses and the soul unite with the 
Supreme Unchanging One. As to the Pragma Upa. Sruti 
( VI. 5. ) quoted by Saiikara, the sixteen partst ( ) would 

j- Cf, also Cha. Upa. VI. 7 where means the sixteen 

subtle parts, not the gross parts. 
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mean the 6ve senses of knowledge, the mind, the five vital 
airs and the five subtle elements ; and so, that ^ruti desoribes 
the union of the subtle elements ( with which the individual 
soul is already united ) with the Para in the heart ; also the 
first part of Pra. TJpa. VI. 5 which corresponds to Mu. Upa. 
III. 2. 8 proves that the latter part of Pra. Upa. VI. 5. 
corresponds to Mu. Upa. III. 7 o-d. Thus, the Srutis 
distinguish between the subtle parts of the body which 
accompany the soul even after the attainment of ( absolute ) 
immortality and mix with the Para in the heart and the gross 
parts of the body which the knower as well as the Ignorant 
leave behind them and which return to the corresponding 
parts in Nature. Therefore, it is not correct that Mu. Upa 
III. 2. 7 a-h refers to ‘ comparative reality while 

Pra. Upa, VI. 5 refers to the absolutely real and is meant foi 
the right knowledge of the knower of Brahman. It is not that 
both the gross and subtle parts of the body of the knower ol 
Brahman become united with Brahman in the heart. Sankara 
has also not noticed the important point that the Para in the 
Sutra is the Para in the heart. The fact that the Para in 
the heart is meant in Sutra 15 is also another proof that 
means only the subtle elements with which the soul has united 



SECTION III 

The Nature of the Union: Non-Separation. 

Sutra iV. 2. 16 

( I 


TRANSLATION 

[ The union of the senses, the mind, the breath, 
the soul, the elements is of the nature of ] non-separation, 
because of the express statement. 16 



NOTES 

Sutra 16 

1. srBnTRS — This word explains the meaning of 

( a ) eqfw “ the union ” expressed in such Srutis as 

w: sn^r q?:^?rr 

( b ) ‘ unification ’ e. g., in SIRW 

^ l ( Mu. Upa. III. 2. 7 o-d) ; 

also *f qipi^ (Br. Upa. IV. 4. 2), and 

( c ) sTi^ciamJT e. g.; q;sq: 

S^iqoTt: 3^ *r5gf?cr i ( Pra, Upa. VI. 5 ). 

Thus, srfqvTtn explains all these different expressions 
used to denote the union of the subtle parts and the soul of 
the knower of Brahman with one another and with the 
Supreme One ultimately. 

2. — This word gives us an idea regarding the 

Sruti to which ‘ ’ refers. ‘ means that the 

Sutrakara refers to a Sruti in which asrfqvnn is expressly 
mentioned. Such a Sruti is By. Upa. IV. 3. 23-30 viz., 

?r5r q?|qf^ q^qf^ w 5[^5€^^qft^qV fqg^sfqsn* 

g rT^cftqq^cT q?q?^g.l etc., etc. I^ankara 

does not quote this Sruti under Sutra IV. 2. 16, but he does 
so under Sutra IV. 4. 4 ( 3Tfir»Tl5t!f I ), though in that 

Sutra the argument is 

Thus, ‘ ’ means the distinction of being a second 

entity ( ?r?Tts«r%«lTi>H ) ; so sr^vniT or ‘ non-sepa- 
ration ’ means that there is no numerical duality, is 

therefore numerical unity. Thus, ^qf^, and all such words 

mean ‘ union ? as distinguished from absolute dissolution or 
complete fusion ( ) and disunion or duality ( ). 
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This is the meaning of in all its references. Thus, 

the union of with the mind is also a union or combination, 
and not a fusion or dissolution or dualism. This also proves 
that the senses themselves unite with the mind, and not their 
functions. Similarly we have to explain the union of the 
mind with the breath, that of the breath with the soul, that of 
the soul with the elements and that of these elements with 
the Para. 

3. Sankara takes this Sutra ( 16 ) as explaining only the 
union ( ) of the gross and subtle parts of the knower 

of Brahman with Brahman outside the body. But to us it 
seems to explain all the unions, as explained above, which 
take place during the departure of the subtle body and the 
soul of the knower of Brahman and also that of the subtle 
elements with the Para in the heart. The Stitrakara wanted 
to explain all the various terms like 
etc., by the word afr^wnr, not to remove the fault of 
and establish absolute dissolution. The word ‘ ’ suggests 

a reference to By. Upa. IV. 3. 23-30 rather than to Pra. Upa. 
VI. 5, as already noticed. For srRrvTPT the Stitrakara depends 
upon the word expressive of it, rather than on the argument 
given by Ankara in addition to a quotation. 
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Departure of the Soul from the Body through the hundred- 

and-first Artery. 

Sutra IV* 2. 17 

TRANSLATION 

[ Then there is ] the burning of the top of the 

residence of that [ Supreme Being ]. The gate [ of the 
soul for his departure ] is brightened by that [ burning ]. 

Being graced by the One residing in the heart due to the 
power of his knowledge of Brahman and due to his 
remembering [ Brahman which is ] the goal to which that 
knowledge is subordinate, [ the soul comes out from the 
body] through the hundred-and-first artery. 17 



NOTES 

Sutra 17 

1 . As already said, Sutra 15 explained how the elements, 

with which 'the Soul has already united, unites with the 
Para. How this final union ) takes place is to be 

explained now. First of all the Sutrakara tells us how the 
TriRlfNl begun in Sutras 1-6 completes itself, i. e,, what 
happens after the soul is united with the elements. 

2. It is clear that ‘ ’ refers to Br. Upa. IV. 

4. 2, viz., lets??! snilHw snmf 

snon i 

In By. Upa. IV. 4 . 1 we are told that the soul taking with 
him the subtle elements ( ) approaches the heart, and 
we have already shown on the strength of Cha. Upa. VI. 15. 
1 ( q T^ T %q^Tqi 3 ) and other S^ruti texts and the Brahma- 
sutras and also on other grounds that the subtle elements 
with which the soul has united, unite further with the Supreme 
One in the heart. 513 ^ in refers to the Para with which 

the elements unite ( Sutra 15 ), and cf^q*: ‘ the residence of 
the Para * means the heart. This also shows that the Para in 
Sutra 15 is the Para in the heart. The shining of the top of 
the heart is described in the Sruti referred to by the Sutra 
( laqq 5^qqqi?T I ). 

3 . — ^The word refers to the ^ates from 
which the soul ultimately leaves the body. In the Sruti, the 
eye, the head, or any other part of the body is said to be the 
gate through which the soul of the knower leaves the body. 
As the soul departs through the hundred-and-first artery and 
as this artery proceeds from the heart to the head, only those 
gates to which that artery would lead are meant by the word 
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J[re in the Sutra and by the word in the ^ruti. The 

Sutrakara says that when the soul departs, the door of its 
departure is brightened by the burning of the top of the 
heart. Of. aTTrJTf U The Sutrakara follows 

the By. Upa. Sruti in not insisting that the soul leaves the 
body only through the head. 

4. — The ^ruti in question mentions both 

and ( n ^ I ). The Sutrakara 

has already said that this is the and that the 

f^?rf refers to the knower of Brahman and the ’Ksft refers to 
one who does not know Brahman and thus, there is a separate 
scope and function of each of the two ( Bra. Su. III. 4. 11 ). 
Sankara in his hhdsya on Bra. Su. III. 4. 11 differs from the 
Sutrakara on this point. 

5. and 

is the Path of gods which depends upon the knowledge of 
Brahman. may also mean the goal in the form of 

Brahman to whom the knowledge is subsidiary. The knower 
of Brahman remembers even at the time of his departure 
Brahman to which his knowledge is subordinate. The Sutrakara 
has said that the fruit in the form of release is obtained by 
the seeker from the Supreme One ( 1; I 

Bra. Su. III. 2. 38, 39 ). So, the fg^TT depends upon the 
Supreme One in order that its fruit be realized by the knower 
of the The seeker has to remember the Supreme One 

even during his last moments of departure from the body, 
( see Bra. Su. IV. 1. 12 ). There are hardly any ferutis 
asking the seeker to remember the Path of gods to which 
the knowledge leads ; but there are many texts asking him to 
remember the Supreme One also during his departure from 
the body. 

6. . The and the remembrance of the 

Supreme One to whom the is subordinate get for the 

knower of Brahman the favour of the Para in the heart. 
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Th« S&trakara refers to the favour or the grace of Brahman 
also in Bra. Su. III. 4. 38 ( I ). 

7. -This is a reference to Cha. Upa. VIII. 6. 6 

quoted by Sankara in his commentary. The one-hundred-and- 
first artery starts from the heart and goes up to the head. 
The knower of Brahman leaves the body through that artery, 
because going upwards through that alone does a knower of 
Brahman attain ( absolute ) immortality ( I ). 

This also shows that in Sutra 7 also refers 

to absolute immortality. 

8. Sankara remarks at the beginning of his commentary 

on this Sutra as follows fefcn I 

^51% I. Thus, he connects 

Sutra 17 with Sutras I-ll. According to him Sutras 12-16 
deal with the absolute reality. As we have shown there is 
no justification for this interpretation of Bra. Su. IV. 2. 12-16 
as it involves an interpolation or rather an interruption of the 
topic begun in Bra. Su. IV. 2. 1. The direct connection of 
Sutra 17 is, according to Sankara, with Sutra 7, because, he 
explains Sutras 8-11 as teaching that the subtle body of a man 
lasts till liberation is achieved and that its dissolution before 
that achievement is only partial, not complete. 

Sankara takes in as referring to the individual 

soul ( ) ; but, as we have shown, should refer to 
in Sutra 15, who resides in the heart. The word 51^ 
supports this interpretation of There are many Sutras 

in which this doctrine is taught in the Brahmasutras. 


Sankara adds: 



I It seems to us that ^ren- 

and are two arguments for the 

grace of the Para in the heart, and not for the knower of 
Brahman leaving the body through the head only. The word 
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‘ > lo » general term for the gate of departure and the 

Gratis in question ( Bj. Upa. IV. 4. 2, Cha. Upa. VIII. 6. 6 ) 
do not lay down a rule as expressed by Sankara. The only 
rule is that the knower leaves the body through the hundred- 
and-first artery only. 

Ankara explains ‘ ’ as “ who has 

reached that state ”, i. e., who has reached the state of 
Brahman in the heart. As we have shown, the Sutrakara 
believes in the doctrine of the grace of God. 



SECTION V 


He joins the Rays of the Sun immediately on his Departure. 

Sutras IV. 2. 18-21 

( H I 

( ^ I 
( Ro ) ^%or I 

( 51% ^ I 

TRANSLATION 

[He comes out from the body ] following the rays 
of the Sun. 18 

[ If it be argued ], “ Not, [ if he dies ] at night,” we 
reply, “ No, because the connection [ of the rays with the 
artery ] lasts as long as [ the soul is in ] the body, [ or, 
because the connection ( of the Brahmajnanin with the 
rays 1 is possible when ( the soul is in ) the body ],” and 
the Sruti shows it. 19 

And hence [ he comes out from the body following 
the rays of the sun ] also in the Southern gait of the sun. 20 

And there is a Smrti text with regard to Yogins 
and those two [ Paths mentioned there ] are sanctioned 
by the Smrti [only]. 21 



NOTES 

Sutra 18 

1. — This is undoubtedly a reference to Cha. 
Upa. VIII. 6. 5, viz., 3T«i 

«4iirsKU% 5Er artful m ^ »i^ 

rilfrilt ^ sr<i^ ii Of. Br. Upa. V. 

5. 2. «Rfa ^xim: 

jRqpiN^ i 

It is clearly stated in the Cha, Upa, Sruti that the knower 
of Brahman goes upwards through the rays of the Sun when 
he departs from the body. 

Sutra 19 

2. fqiw — This seems to bo a Purvapaksa of the 

tho followers of the Gita. They seem to have 
argued that at night there are no rays of the Sun and there- 
fore if the knower of Brahman died at night, he cannot depart 
following the rays, 

3. The Sutrakara says that the 
connection of the rays with the hundred-and-first artery 
exists till the body exists, i. e., as long as the soul is in the 
body, not only till the Sun is on the horizon. So, the knower 
of Brahman comes into contact with the rays of the Sun 
through the artery even at night because the body exists even 
at night. 

4. g’ •— Sankara quotes Cha. Upa. VIII. 6. 2 viz,, 

»T3«jnsafq?qi?sT5rtq5^ 5n aiig u?nq*% 

1 But this verse does not seem to refer 
to the body at all, though the »fi^s which are connected with 
the body as a part of the body are mentioned. Perhaps, By. 
Upa. V. 5. 2 is the Sruti intended by the Sutrakara viz.. 
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sT%%?rj siP^w^Rjm w g:?^- 

grU 'iig^ ^inTJ at?iwf% II In this Sruti it is stated 

that the individual soul is connected with the Solar orb through 
the vital airs. From this we may conclude that the ooi;inection 
between the ^rays and the artery lasts till the soul is in the 
body, and it never ends even during the night. 

Sutra 20 

5. STcT ( )-Becauae the connection of the rays with 
the artery exists as long as the soul is in the body. 3i?r = 

6. aTO%sfq — Just as it was argued that at night 
there was no Sun and therefore the knower cannot unite with 
the rays at night, similarly it may be argued that daring the 

the knower cannot come into contact with the Sun, 
not because there is no Sun during the days of that period, 
but because the Smfti says so. To explain the source of the 
Purvapaksa here, Sankara gives three alternatives: (.1 ) 

( 3 ) ( 3 ) 3Tiq;^jrr>T- 

( sr. a i ^ As 

Sankara himself says, the last argument is a very weak 
argument, because the Sruti has altogether a different meaning, 
as explained in Bra. Su. IV. 3. 4. So, it seems to us that it 
is not the follower of fhe Sruti who is the opponent here. 
The opponent is a a follower of the Gita, as is 

made clear by the Sutrakara himself in the following Sutra. 

Sittra 21 

7. — It is the Bhagavadgita which says that a knower 
of Brahman who leaves the body at day during the 'stJI.W'ii 
goes to non— return ( t. e., attains Moksa ), but if he leaves it 
during the night, or the dark half of the month or the 

he returns to the world inspite of his knowledge of Brahman (7/*. 

4 • 
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^ ?JtRR5 I 

jrarat ii ii 

3?fa3^ffTO5 gn?: '^nJTUsn ^'a^wniqi;i 
?r?r Jr?n?ri Ji?r 5151^1^ sri: ii n 
rjjJt OT5 «ruiRn 

eiw >3if5[*T^ 5*rl% sn«3i u 11 

iSRgfj ^ « 

«R!?n «iR?Riif%iT5?i?n gSfJ II II 

^ qi^ STRwftjft 5®^ ^SR I 
?rwi??iig qn^g 11 ^'s 11 

( Bha. Gi. VIII. 23-27 ) 

8. qH^J—The followers of the are meant here 

by the Sutrakara. The Bhagavadgita itself gives an indication 
to it e. g., 

'er^a[raf^ «?!> f^re«T ^ I 

gpsjfvn^TRjRs srnJTmftsjcft q>»i^R;amj;ii (Bha. Gi. VIII. 12). 
See also Bha. Gi. VIII. 10 and 8. So, in Bha. Gi. Vni. 23 

are the 

9. — ‘ These two Paths Of., ^ qjq 3rR?^fWt 

5®!^ q;SR 1 ( Bha. Gi. VIII. 87 ). In the Srutis which describe 
these two Paths, only the knowers of Brahman are meant, 
and nothing is said about qVtr. 

10. The Sutrakara seems to be of the opinion that if a 
vqjfRVfirq; knows Brahman, he is, according to the ^ruti, 
entitled to 3|«n^f% even if he dies at night or in the ^f ^ q nqt f. 
Therefore, he makes a double statement that the Sm^ti is for 
the Yogin and that these two Paths are mentioned only in the 
Smjti and have no sanction of the Sruti. 

11. Sankara seems to take in the sense of all 

or follower of any Yoga, because he explains as 

As there is the question of Paths and as the Gita 
itself refers to the and as Paths, it is, 
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perhaps, better to explain in the Sutra as the two Paths 
of the Bhagavadgita. 

The Sutrakara seems to understand these two Paths as 
referring to time only, as said in Bha. Gi. VIII. 23, and on 
that ground he distinctly calls them Smarta. Sankara, however, 
tries to give, them sanction of the ^ruti by asserting that 
alternately sifjij ST?:, etc., may be interpreted as the 

carriers mentioned in the 6ruti instead of as the deities 
presiding over different periods of time. 



CHAPTER VI 


SECTION 1 

The Well-known Demyana Path begins with the Flame, 

Sutra IV. 3. 1 

( \ I 


TRANSLATION 

[The knower of Brahman leaving the body proceeds 
on his journey ] by the Path beginning with the flame 
{ arcih ) because of its being well-known. 


NOTES 

Sutra 1 

1. In the previous Pada the process of the departure of 
the soul from the body in the case of one who has attained 
immortality has been described. In Sutra 18 of that Pada we 
were told that he leaves the body and proceeds following the 
rays of the Sun. In this Pada the Path beginning with the 
rays is first described and then the nature of the goal of the 
Path is discussed. 

2. The ‘ ray ’ ( ) of Sutra IV. 2. 18 is the same 

as the flame ( 3Tf%5 ) of this Sutra. Both the words mean 
* a ray ’ and here it means the rays of the Sun. The word 
‘ ’ occurs in the 

3. ‘ It is well-known ’ that the knower of Brahman 

reaches Brahman by the Path the first station on which is 
the rays of the Sun, as distinguished from the Path which 
begins with the ‘ smoke ’ and which takes the performer of 
sacrifices to his heaven. ( is is ). 

This is the sense of rfrsrf^:. The Upanisads very frequently 
mention these, Cha. Upa. IV. 15. 5-6, Cha. Upa. V. 10. 1—2, 
Br, Upa. V. 10, Br Upa. VL 2. 15, Kau. Upa. 1. 3. Out of 
all these passages, Cha. Upa. IV. 15. 5-6, V. 10. 1-2, and Br. 
Upa. VI. 2. 15 begin the Path with the rays of the Sun ( 
while Br. Upa. V. 10, VI. 2. 15 and Kau. Upa. I. 3 differ in 
the description of the Path of gods from the other two passages. 

4. If we make a list of the stations from the two 
identical passages ( Cha. Upa. IV, 16. 5-6, V. 10. 1-2 ) we 
get the following order: — 

( 1 ) 31^:, ( 2 ) 315;, ( 3 ) Wj ( d ) 

( 5 ) ( 6 ) 3nf^!r, ( 7 ) 

and ( 9 ) 
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By. Upa. VI. 2. 15 begins the Path with but adds 

‘ ’ between ffreriJ and Bf. Upa. V. 10 mentions 

^ ^ ), the ^ which is and 

Kau. Upa. I. 3 begins the Path with arflrsN; which 
is followed by 
and 

The Sutrakara seems to accept Cha. Upa. IV. 15. 5-6, 
V. 10. 1-2 and By. Upa. VI. 2. 15 as the most well-known 
passages and in Sutras 2-3 he locates the worlds mentioned 
in the other passages than these. 



SECTION II 


Wind, next to the Year. 

Sutra IV. 3. 2 

( ^ I 

TRANSLATION 

H E goes to [ the world of ] the Wind from [ the 
world of ] the Year, on account of the difference and 
identity [between the Cha. Upa. ^ruti with the Sariivatsara 

and the Br. Upa. ^ruti with the Vayu. 




2 



NOTES 

Sutra 2 

1* The word occurs in Br. Ups. V, 10, viz., ^ 
^ ^ ^ ?r«jT 

fsrf ^ a' ?T«n 55*5^:^ ^ ^ arraw^, ?r 

^ ?far 1 The word is found in Kau. Upa. 

I. 3, where the order stands as arlfl^^, ^TJesV^j and 

2. This seems to us to be appli- 

cable only to Br. Upa. V. IO5 therefore, that only seems 
to be the and not Kau. Upa. I. 3. 

The ( Bf. Upa. V. 10 ) is such that it has 

something in common and in difference with the Cha. Upa. 
Srutis referred to in Sutra 1, viz., Cha. Upa, IV. 15. 5—6 and 
V. 10. 1-2. The or that in common between By. Upa. 

V. 10 and Cha. Upa. V. 10 is the mention of 9TTf^?q- in both 
the passages ; so, we must place cfi^ before in any case. 

The between the same passages is that the Cha. Upa. 

Sruti mentions which is not mentioned in Br. Upa. V. 

10; therefore, we must place after Thus, we 

locate ^15 above ( and before 3lif^c?r ). 

The Kau. Upa. Sruti has ‘ ’ which, as Sankara 

says, can be identical with srflr: in the Cha. Upa. Sruti, but 
that identification does not help us in locating after 

the Year. If we take the Kau. Upa. as the it is 

not possible to point out its identity and difference with any 
other Sruti dealing with the same point, particularly with the 
Cha. Upa. Sruti referred to in Sutra 1. Sankara’s explanation 
is “ ^ 

‘ ^ 5IT3»Tt*T«3^ 
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According to this explanation, the mention of in the 
Kau. Upa. is without any particulars, but as in that 

Upanisad is preceded by and followed by and 

undoubtedly an order is implied in the list of the worlds 

because is mentioned as the last world, how can we 

say that in Kau. Upa. is not particularized * Sankara’s 

reply that the Kau. Upa. Sruti gives only does 

not seem to be satisfactory. The Br. Upa. Sruti says that he 
goes to the from Thus, even if we grant 

that Kau. Upa. text does not aim at giving the names in order, 

while the Bj-. Upa. does, we can at most place before 

in no case can we place after as 

is done in the Sutra. The requirements of the Sutra would 
be fulfilled only if we take and as those between 

the Cha. Upa. Sruti’ ( or any other Sruti ) with and 

another Sruti with gtj- Moreover, “ ” would 

mean that the Sutrakara gives two arguments, while Sankara’s 
way of interpretation reduces the expression to only one 
argument. ‘ ’ cannot mean ‘ and 

cannot mean Moreover, if we take the 

Kau. Upa. Sruti as the Rrqqqrrq-, we may be asked, “ Why 
do you not locate ‘ ’ immediately after srflt or ? ” 

We have shown that there is an implication of order in the 
Kau. Upa. Sruti. 

One of the fqqqqiqqs suggested by the Sutra must in any 
case contain the word for the year ( ). Otherwise, 

cannot be located after the year. 

3. Why does the Sutrakara use the word instead 

of which is found in the ? 

4. We have already shown that Bf. Upa, V. 10 is the 

referred to by in the Sutra rather than Kau. 

Upa, I. 3. 

60 
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feankara tries to show the consistency of Sutra 2 according 
to which we have to place ^15 ( immediately ? ) after 
( and before ) with Br. Upa. VI. 2. 15 in which the 

knower of Brahman is said to go to ( directly 1 ) from 

Sankara says that after and before 

followed by we should add from By. Upa. VI. 

2. 15, thus making the series as sri^;, 

it seems to us that the Sutrakara does not 
consider the location of because, perhaps, he does not 

distinguish from some one of the worlds preceding 

It is likely that the Sutrakara drops 
because he has worded Sutra 2 as if he meant that immediately 
from one goes to is a very general 

term and all these worlds are ^^^^3 “ worlds of gods even 
may be interpreted as a According to By. 

Upa. HI. 6, the order of the ^^s is as follows: — ( aipIJ and 
915: are elements ), 

( The last is 

)• Elsewhere the worlds are said to be three, 
and ( By. Upa. 1. 5. 16 ). Perhaps 

all the worlds which the Sutrakara does not consider, e. g., 

. T I ?v srlg ^ f», and are to be identified 

with one or the other of the worlds which he considers, viz., 
those in Cha. Upa. Sruti plus ^15 and ( Sutras 1, 2, 3 ). 
According to Tai. Upa. II. 8 the seems to be above 

and 555 seems to be the lord of It is also 

likely that according to the Sutrakara the knower of Brahman 
does not go to at all, just as he does not go to 

and to ( See note on ST^trfrT^^ on Page 396 ). 



SECTION III 

Varum, next to the Lightning. 

Sutra IV* 3. 3 




TRANSLATION 


VaRUNA is above the Lightning, because of the 
connection of the two. 


3 



NOTES 

Sntra 3 

1. ‘ ’ is used for the word in the Cha, 

Upa. ^rutis IV. 15. 5-6 and V. 10. 1-2. Why is the synonym 
substituted for 

2. is clearly a reference to Kau. Upa. I. 3. 
is not mentioned in the well-known Sruti about the 

viz., the Cha. Upa, Sruti. So, the Sutrakara adds to the 
list in the Cha. Upa. 

3. — His reason for placing above is 

the connection between the two, both being associated with 
waters and being the Lord of waters (?). 

4. The Kau. Upa. Sruti (1. 3. ) places between 

aud but according to this Sutra, we should 

place it after in the Cha. Upa. Sruti. 

5. Sankara suggests that above Varuna there are Indra 
and Prajapati, because ( 1 ) there is no other place for them, 
( 2 ) because Indra and Prajapati are mentioned in several 
Upani^ds e. g., Br. Upa. III. 6. 1, Kau. Upa. I. 3. ( 3 ) 
because Varuna, Indra and Prajapati being strangers to the 
Cha. Upa. text should be placed only at the end as there is 
no special place for them, and ( 4 ) because the Lightning is 
the last station, according to the Cha. Upa. on the Path ot 
gods which begins with the Rays. 

We do not think that this suggestion of Sankara is in 
agreement with the Sutrakara’s doctrine. Prom Bra. Su. IV. 
3. 7-16 ( See below ) it seems that ^adari distinguished 
between Prajapati and Brahman as two ^^s ( Bra. Su. IV. 3. 
8 ), but Badarayana, though not absolutely identifying the 
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two, does not agree with Badari. We, therefore, suggest 

that the Sutrakara purposely drops and 

He may be identifying snncf^rc^ with Brahman and ex- 
plaining his view about the 5^ aspect of the Para as the 
Prajapatiloka of the Upanisads and, therefore, he may have 
dropped the mention of Prajapatiloka in the list of the 
stations on the Similarly, would be not 

different from the where not the but only 

the goes ( Bra. Sti. III. 1. 7 ). It seems to be also 

for this same reason that the Sutrakara does not mention 

as a station on the on which ( Path ) only the 

proceeds. 

Thus, we may conclude that^shf^, and 

have been dropped by the Sutrakara because he would identify 
the former two with or and the last one with 

or 3^^. The world of the Moon is the goal of those 

who do not know Atman; the world of Brahman, which is 
not different from Brahman itself, is according to the Sutrakara, 
the goal of those who know Atman. However, he locates 
and because he does not think that these two can 
be identified with any station mentioned in the 

6. We do not agree with the view that there was 
originally a Sutrd like ‘‘ 

I ” ( See Bamanuja and Vallabha ). Sankara has 

( in his bhasya on Bra> Su. IV. 3, 2 ) explained where to 
locate which he thought was not located by the Sutra- 

kara; similarly, he seems to locate and STSTTlBl in his 
Oommentary on the present Sutra. Also the language of 
and foreign to the Sutrakara. 

Moreover, ete., is not a Commentary on 

but in all we have here four arguments. In Bra. 

Su. IV. 3. 8 and 16, we believe, we have the view of Badari 
who distinguished between and snsjqi^ and that 

of Badarayana who did not accept that distinction. On account 
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of these reasons we do not believe that and srsinflr 
should be located by any commentator ( About ffSf see above ). 

7 . The Sutrakara does not mention because 

though it is attained by »Tf?r, it is not an ordinary ‘ world ’ 
but it is. the Para. In the case of the 5 ^ aspect of Brahman 
he clearly says that “ though there is something common 
between 5 ^ and a world, the former is not subject to the 
fault of ” ( Bra- Su. III. 3. 51 ). 



SECTION IV 


Rays etc^ are Conductors. 

Sutras IV. 3. 4-5 

( « ) I 

( ^ I 

TRANSLATION 

[ T HE Rays, and others, are ] conductors, because 
of a ^ruti expressly stating it. 4 

Because of the bewilderment of both [ the Rays, etc.., 
and the knower of Brahman ], thedact [ of the Rays, etc,, 
being conductors ] is proved. 


5 



NOTES 

Sutra 4 

1. The Sutrakara here describes the nature of 

arfj, g;|§: Wb etc. He says that these 

mentioned in the Srutis of the %el?Tl*T are conductors conducting 
the knower of Brahman on his journey on the Path of gods. 

2. refers to a definite Sruti in which the rays, 
etc., are distinctly said to be doing the work of a conductor. 
Very probably the following Sruti is referred to: — ^ 

I ( Mu. Upa. 1. 2. 5 ). 
This Sruti is a proof that the rays are conductors, though it 
may not prove that the performer of sacrifices is conducted 
by the rays. ‘ ’ is generally used in the Sutras in the 

sense of a direct definite statement in the Sruti, and not 
in that of an indirect inference. 

3. As it is the question of a knower of Brahman, there 

is no possibility of etc., being By 

Sankara refers to Cha. Upa. IV. 15. 5 ( 

^ ), and says that from that 

Sruti we are to infer that in the previous case ( rays, day, 
the bright half ) there are human conductors, because in the 
there is said to be a suiJe^'human conductor. This does 
not seem to us to be the sense of ‘ nor, even according 

to Sankara, does the Sutrakara mean that there are conductors 
in these worlds of rays, etc., but he only says that these rays, 
etc., are themselves conductors. 

Sutra 5 

4. If any more proof were wanted, the Sutrakara gives 

us the evidence here. If si?:, etc., were not conductors, 

both the i:fkTis, 31?:, etc., and the knower of Brahman would 
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be in bewilderment. Perhaps the bewilderment is due to the 
absence of any third agency acting as a conductor. The deity 
of the rays, the day, etc., would not know how to guide the 
knower of Brahman and the latter, though indeed conscious, 
would not be at all in possession of the knowledge required 
for the onward journey. This seems to be the nature of the 
bewilderment. The fact that the Sutrakara speaks of the 
bewilderment of the rays, the day, etc., shows that he does 
not at all understand them to be without consciousness. 

5. — Because there is the possibility of both being 

bewildered in the absence of any conductor, the rays, the day, 
etc., are proved to be the conductors. 


SI 



SECTION V 

Conductor of the Lightening leads the Jndnin onwards. 

Sutra IV. 3.6 

( \ I 


TRANSLATION 

F I^OM the world of the Lightning [ the knower of 
Brahman is conducted to his destination ] by only the 
conductor belonging to that world, because of a ^ruti 
about it. 


6 



NOTES 

Sutra 6 

1. This Sutra tells us what conductor takes the knower 

of Brahman to his destination. The Sutrakara says that the 
conductor belonging to the world of the Lightning takes the 
knower of Brahman to his destination. This also explains 
the meaning of ‘ eUTHW ’ in Cha. Upa. IV. 15. 5, Cha. Upa. 
V. 10. 2, Bf. Upa. VI. 2. 15 and clears a doubt that perhaps 
a conductor in the and not 

being accepted as being separate c^s ) leads the knower in 
his journey beyond the world of the Lightning. 

2. A conductor who finally conducts the 

knower of Brahman to Brahman is mentioned in the ^ruti front 
the world of the Lightning, and, therefore, the conductor of 
that world only takes him to Brahman. The ^ruti referred to 
is (Cha. Upa. 

IV. 15. 5-6; V. 10. 2 ), 
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Mow far can the Vaidyata Conductor lead 
the Knower of Brahman ? 

Sutras IV. 3. 7-l<i 

( vs ) I 

( < ) I 

(%) I 

(?o) i 

(U) \ 

(\R) qt 

iW ^511^ I 

(?«) 51*^ qRrT5qf^f^^: I 

iW ^trqsf I 
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Badari [ holds that the conductor carries the 
knower of Brahman to a world which is ] an effect [ of 
Brahman ] because the going of this conductor [ to that 
world only ] is appropriate, 7 

and because [ the world which is an effect of Brahman 
is ] distinguished [ from that of Brahman ]. 8 

But, the designation of ‘ Brahman ’ [ is given in some 
Srutis to the destination where the conductor takes him ] 
on account of its vicinity. 9 

On the destruction of the effect [ the knower of 
Brahman goes ] further than this effect along with its 
governor, because it is said so in the ^ruti, 10 

and because of the Smrti. 11 

Jaimini holds that the conductor carries [ the knower 
of Brahman ] to the Supreme One, because of its being 
the chief aspect, 12 

and because it is shown in the ^ruti [ that the knower 
is bound for the chief aspect ], 13 

and there is no intention for the knowledge of 
the effect. 14 

Badarayana holds that [ the conductor ] carries those 
who do not resort to the Symbol [ Om ] because there 
is no fault in either case; and the knower of Brahman 
has made a specific thought for It, 15 

and the Isruti shows the difference between the ‘ effect ’ 
and the Supreme One. 16 



NOTES 

Sutra 7 

1. It seems that Sutras 7-16 form one Adhikarana. 

Badarayana’s view is given in Sutra 15, and generally in the 
Sutras his view is given when also those of others from 
whom he differs are given. Moreover, i>i Sutra 15 

seems to be a reference to the two views expressed in Sutras 
7-11 and 12-14 respectively. The view to take Sutras 7-14 
as one Adhikarana and Sutras 15-16 as another Adhikarana is 
a view older even than Sankara’s, as we learn from a discussion 
about it given by Sankara in his commentary. But Ramanuja 
takes all these Sutras ( 7-16 ) as forming one Adhikarana. 

2. The discussion in Sutras 7-9 seems to be on * ^ 

itlT inwfir ’ ( Cha. Upa. IV. 15. 5 ) as feankara rightly points 
out. Badari holds that the conductor from the world of the 
Lightning carries the people to a world which is an effect of 
Brahman, created by Brahman, viz., 

3. ' etFI ’ in the Sutra seems to us to refer to the 

mentioned in the preceding Sutra ( IV. 3. 6 ). This 
conductor is not a knower of Brahman and, therefore, argues 

Badari, he can go upto or only, he cannot 

go to qT slonc* 

4. — Because the conductor can only go 

upto q;i4, ‘ ’in “ ^ m »nTq% ” ( Cha. Upa. IV. 
15. 5 ) and ‘ ’ in “ ” ( By. Upa. VI. 

2. 15 ) mean snnqf^qR or of Brahman. The conductor 
cannot go to or qT and therefore he cannot carry the 

knower of Brahman to qv!» 

5. As q?m is said to be the carrier or conductor 

of the knower of Brahman in the preceding Sutra and as the 

nature of the destination of the journey with him is not 
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mentioned as yet, we believe that Sutra 7 begins the discussion 
of the question: “ Where does the conductor carry the knower 
of Brahman ? ” This is a different question from that of 
‘‘ What is the nature of Mukti or where does the Brahmajfi&nin 
go in the state of emancipation ? ” The being 

himself not entitled to go to the or cannot take the 

knower of Brahman there, while the Srutis say that he takes 
the jndnin to Brahman; thus, a discussion arose on this 
question. But as regards the conception of Mukti, all the 
three thinkers, Badari, Jaimini and Badarayana seem to have 
held the same view, viz., that the knower of Brahman goes to 
the Para which is higher than the or in the 

state of liberation and that having gone there the original form 
of the soul becomes manifest. All of them agreed to call this 
manifestation of the original form of the soul ' Mukti * ( Bra. 
Su. IV. 4. 1-2 ). The erflr^cri^ does not say that the 
emancipation is attained when the soul knowing Brahman 
reaches the place where the can take him. From 

these Sutras ( 7-16 ) it seems clear that all these three 
thinkers agreed that reaching the Para was the goal, ( gee tf?: 
in Sutras 10, 12 ) and that reaching the or was 

not the goal. None of these Sutras shows that any doubt 
about this was over raised. They diflfered only as to lohere or 
how fo/r the conductor could carry the knower of Brahman. 
That this is the topic in Sutra IV. 3. 7-16 is clear from erei 
being a reference to the' mentioned in Sutra 6 

and also in Sutra 15 being a reference to the same 

Beyond the the could not 

carry the but or ( m. ) himself accom- 

panied him to qf at the end ( ) of the S f a T C q^^q;, 
according to Badari ( Sutra IV. 3. 10 ). 

8. But Sankara takes 3Rq in Shtra 7 as referring to 
(instead of to the snf^rfsqr) and, therefore he has to explain 

as iTvqsqqr. Why of only is possible % To 
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answer this question Sankara gives two reasons : — (1) 
and (2) STrtnTRITc^. 

We think that the question of the nature of Mukti or, in 
other words, the question about the impossibility of the Fara 
being an object or place to be reached by journey, is not at 
all discussed here. That question is based upon the two 
arguments of and which are not mentioned 

by Badari and these arguments are answered by neither Jaimini 
nor Badarayana; but Sankara himself gives the supposed 
replies to these objections of Badari in his commentary on Bra. 

Su. IV. 3. 14 ( ^ iRR?nfq *T#?rs*i?n )• 

This leads us to conclude that in the Sutras we have no 
discussion of »l5<fS?Rri or 3RR?!5tT?IT. The only question 

is whether the cwducbor can go to or to is 

the act of going, not 

Sutra 8 

7. In the ( Cha. Upa. IV. 15. 5, By. Upa. 

VI. 2. 15 ) the and are not distinguished. The 
Sutrakara has taken those Srutis as the authentic text of 
( Bra. Su. IV. 3. 1 ). But in other Srutis like By. Upa. 
III. 6. 1, IV. 3. 31 and Kau. Upa. I. 3 the is 

distinguished from the Brahmaloka. The Sutrakara did not 
mention in the list of the stations on the 

given in Sutras IV. 3. 1-3, because it was to be indirectly 
discussed here ( Sutras IV. 3. 7-16 ). Badari seems to refer 
to the Srutis where snrTTRr^qf; and are distinguished 

and most probably to Br. Upa. III. 6. 1 ( ^ U'SWqR r- 

rnnfflr ^>^53 5^ sftmw 

»nffi 5 *n»ff i ). The 

and are distinguished in this Sruti; is the q?;, 

snnq^r^^ is the Beyond asu qf ^g t q K, there is but 

beyoud this latter there is no hka. So, Badari seems to mean 
that the conductor can go to and, therefore, can lead the knower 
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of Brahman to only the Prajapatiloka, though this loha is not 
mentioned in the 

8. Saiikara refers to the plural number of 

STiT^ in * * ( By, Upa, VI. 2. 15 ). But, rather 

he ought to have taken it as referring to the word 55 ^ in that 
Sruti, which ^is absent in Cha. Upa. IV. 15. 5. In fact the 
plural number is also used in the case of 

in Br. Upa. III. 6. The cannot also be 

explained as referring to the word in STfFsVwiTsl. because 

to Badari, Jaimini and Badarayana there was no difference 
between gf?!^ and so long as ‘ ’ was used along 

with them. Sutra 8 rather refers to a distinction between 
and m or jricot and that suggests a reference to Br. Upa. 
III. 6. 1 where s^R5t«K is said to be ‘ ' and 

the is traced to it. 

Sutra 9 

9. Since Badari believes that the conductor can take the 

knower of Brahman only to the ho has got to 

explain why the ^ says that ho takes the s^RfffsR^ 

to sr^R. or the q?:. So, in this Sutra he says that 

gfiq: or is very war SRnq%3tq; and, therefore, though 

really the conductor takes agRlfaJI. to snnqfa^, the Sruti 
says that he takes him to the rn:. 

10. g is intended to refute the view that the conductor 
can take or takes the knower of Brahman to the Para. 

11. Sankara seems to take in a metaphgrical sense. 

We think, it really refers to the view of Badari and others 
that or qi: is near innqfast^. In the next Sutra, 

Badari says that on the dissolution of the the knower 

of Brahman goes to afF^q; which is higher than this. In 
Bra. Su. IV. 4. 17, the SutrakSra says that the form of the 

09 
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liberated is devoid of the dealings of the world because it is 
reniGte from the world ( I ). 

According to Sankara, the ( of his School ) is 

very near the and therefore the expression is 

used in. fr 5011 ( Chs. Upa. IV. 15. 5 ), instead of 

or sniPT%®t^* ( For . Sankara's explanation of this 
Sutra, see Sa. Bha. on Bra. Su. I. 2. 1 where Cha. Upa. III. 
14. 1-2 is discussed. ) 

Sutra 10 

12. This Sutra tells us how those who are carried by the 
conductor to or JRTRfeRSt^ would be carried further to the tR. 

13. Instead of any conductor, the governor of the 

or accompanies the knower of Brahman to the 

Para. The knower of Brahman goes to the Para from the 
Prajapatiloka on the dissolution of the latter. This is Badari’s 
reply to the question who will take the knower of Brahman 
to the Para if not the conductor. 

14. — This argument is also given by the 
Sutrakara in other Sutras. It means that there is a Sruti 
expressing the statement, here a Sruti expressively stating 
that the knowers of Brahman ( who are in a world produced 
by Brahman ) are released on the destruction of that world. 
Such a Sruti is possibly the following: — 

^ 

( Mu. Upa. III. 2. 7 ) 

The word “ q^5Eqi!% ” occurs also in the Sm^ti quoted by 
Saiikara in his commentary on Sutra 11. Perhaps from this 
verse Badari infers that the knowers of Brahman go to a 
world which is an effect of Brahman and gain liberation at 
the time of its destruction. 
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15. Sankara argues that Sutra 10 is Badari’s reply to a 

doubt based upon the We believe, it is Badari’s 

reply to a probable question, viz., who will carry the knower of 
Brahman to the Para, if not the conductor, and when. Going 
to the is no Mnkti, not even because 

for Mukti it is necessary to go to the In fact, 

has another meaning and it is not in conflict with 
Badari’s view that the conduct&r can take the knower only 
to the There is no reply to this so-called argument 

( in Sutra. 10 ) of Badari based on in Jaimini’s 

arguments; and the are in fact discussed by the 

Sutrakara in Bra. Su. IV. 4. 22. 

Sankara takes as referring to the 

but in those Srutis there is no mention of or 

^5 Besides, the eRTf^T^^s, as discussed in Bra. Su, IV. 
4. 22, have a different meaning according to the Sutrakara. 

Sankara adds that in the the individual soul 

carried there by the conductor gets right knowledge ( gr^^cq^f* 
). But in fact, there is no such suggestion in the Sutra. 
Badari believes and Jaimini and Badarayana agree with him 
that it is the knotcer of Brahman whom the conductor carries 
to a place where the latter can carry him. 

Sankara connects Sutra IV. 3, 10 with Sutra IV. 4. 22. 
We think, the Sutrakara does not intend any such connection 
( See our notes on IV. 4. 22 ). 

Thus, Sutra IV. 3. 10 does not prove Sankara’s conclusion 
that it is impossible to go to the Para. 

Sutra 11 

16. A Smrti like the one quoted by Sankara is meant 
by the Sutra. But Badari refers to it to show that it is in 
compa/ny of Brahman or Prajapati the Governor of the 
that the conductor takes them to the Para. 



412 


LrriBrBBTXTioH 


17. Sankara says, “ Xkis 

is correct only so far as Badari’s view about the *i% of the 
is concerned. But Badari’s view about the ?ii^ of 
Siren^q^s is that they go to the Para (dong with Prajapati. 
He does not say that the Para is not an object of *if^. He 
only says that the cannot go to the Para. 

Sutra 12 


18. Jaitnini believes that the conductor takes the knower 

of Brahman to the Para, according to ^ ^ ” 

( Cha. Upa. IV. 15. 6 ). We should connect “ iu the 

Sutra with in the 

19. g^qfqracT-We think, this word g?5tr corresponds to 

the word jT^n^T in Bra. Su. III. 2. 14 ( ) 

and in Bra. Su. III. 3. 11 ( ) as also in 

Bra. Su. III. 3. 43 ( 1 . ). Jaimini says that 
5r?TSI in ^ q«Tl^ 51^ is the chief aspect of the Supreme 

One and therefore the conductor takes the knower of Brahman 
to the Para and not to Badari also agrees that in 

this Sruti is the Para ( See Sutra IV. 3. 9 ). 

20. Sankara takes gqq in the sense of ‘ primary sense ’ 

( aiR515^?tr We think, ‘ gqq ’ is here used for 

‘ a«tR because the two are synonyms. The Sutra is not 
worded as or 

Moreover, according to Sankara, Jaimini’s view is a 
Purvapaksa and Bddari’s is the Siddhanta. We have already 
said that Badarayana’s view mentioned in Sutras 15-16 is the 
Siddhanta, and consequently the views of both Badari and 
Jaimini are in a sense Purvapaksas. 

Sfltra 13 

21. A Sruti in which the knower of Brahman is described 

as going to or attaining the Para the Supreme One is here 
meant. Such a ^ruti is “ { ( Tai. Upa. II. 1 ), 
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and also ‘ ^ ’ ( Cha. Upa. VIII. 

12. 2 ), qrrer qn q^i nfe: ( Ka. Upa. IIL ll ), 

qciw ( Mu. Upa. III. 2. 8 ), q?:fNT^ q%q^ 

( Pra. Upa. IV. 10 ), q^RSlsTO^R:- 

*iw?nwrq q’t %% ( Pra. Upa. V. 7 ). On the strength of these 
^rutis Jaimini argues that the conductor takes the khower of 
Brahman to the Para. In these Srutis it is clearly stated 
that the s^n^li^qiL goes to or attains the Para and in Cha.' 
Upa. IV. 15. 6 it is stated that he is led by an sff f ^q ffe q ; ; 
so Jaimini concludes that the carrier takes the knower of 
Brahman to the Para. 

I I 

22. Sankara does not quote any Sruti in which the Para 
is said to be the goal reached by the knower of Brahman, and, 
as usual, does not notice the context that here the question 
is as to where the conductor can take the knower of Brahman. 

Sutra 14 

23. Jaimini argues that the knower of Brahman does not 

aim ( ) at knowing qii$ ( q^qf^ ). So, the conductor 

must be supposed to take him to the Para and not to the 

Jaimini draws attention to the fact that fcSrutis like Tai. 
Upa. II. 1, Cha. Upa. VI. 2, ask or advise a man to know 
the Para, and not the or snnq^sti;. 

24. Sankara takes ‘ Jr^i% ’ in the sense of * entering, ’ 
but the Sutrakara uses the word in the sense of ‘ knowledge ’ 
( Bra. Su. L 3. 27 ). And in the preceding Sutra the Sutrakara 
already refers to such Srutis as state that the goal of the seeker' 
of liberation is the Para. So, we think, in this Sutra the object 
of the knowledge of the seeker is used as an argument to 
prove that the conductor takes the man to the Para. 

25. Sankara’s arguments that Jaimini’s view, though 
mentioned second should be taken as a Purvapak^ and that 
Badari’s view, though stated first should be regarded as the 
Siddhanta do not seem to us to be convincing, because 
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BadarSyana’s view given in Sutras 15-16 seems to us to be 
the Siddbanta. 

26. Sankara mentions an interpretation of these Shtraa 
by a predecessor of his, who took Sutras 7-11 as the Sutras 
of the Purvapaksa and Sutras 12-14 as those of the Siddhanta. 
We think, this predecessor had no correct reading of the 
Adhikara^a, which, we believe, consists of Sutras 7-16. 
Moreover, the predecessor also thinks that means 

and means in Sutra 7, just as Sankara believes. 

For this reason we are led to think that this predecessor 
had no correct account of the traditional interpretation of 
these Sutras. 

Sankara’s other arguments like (1) 1 9 SI<Jr), 

(2) (3) ^qT«TT^^efl;T^c«isr%(n^- 

51 etc., etc., 

are neither expressly nor implicitly meant in these Sutras. 

One can hardly agree with Sankara’s view about the 
introduction of Jaimini’s opinion in the Brahmasutras, viz., 

“ (»• I ‘qi 

’ ( w. 3 srqrif^- 

q!i5Rf^% ^^*1. 1 

Sutra 15 

27. As we have already stated, Sutras 15-16 form a part 
of the same Adhikarana as Sutras 7-14, Sutras 7-11 and 
.12-14 gave respectively the views of Badari and Jaimini; now 
Sutras 15-16 give that of Badarayana. 

28. We have said that the topic of this Adhikaraiia is, 
where the conductor can take the knower of Brahman, because 
erqzr in Sutra 7 seems to us to refer to the STlf g f qrf^^ in 
Sutra 6. Also in Sutra 15 shows the same. 

29. SRfl<Ri^q? — uql^s of Brahman are the symbols under 
which Brahman is meditated upon, e. g., the Syllable Om, 
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the Sun, the Name, etc., etc. The result of the meditation on 
the Fratikas is either some worldly enrichment ( Of. Cha. 
Upa. VII. 1-14 ) and the result of the meditation on the 
Syllable Om is the attainment of Brahman ( Fra. Upa., Mu. 
Upa., Eatha Upa., and Bra. Su. III. 3. 26-26 ). 

30. do not think that in this Adhyaya there is any 

possibility of a direct discussion about meditations not leading 
to the attainment of Brahman. Therefore, we believe, it is 
not likely that the meditations on the Sun, the Name, the 
Speech, etc., as Brahman can be possibly referred to by the 
Sutrakara here. Only such meditations as result in the 
attainment of Brahman are likely to be mentioned here. The 
meditation on Brahman through the of the Symbol 

Om is the only that leads to the achievement of 

liberation. The Syllable Om is called * ’ in the Eal^ha 

Upa. Thus, the possibility of the Om being the topic here 
on account of the reference to STcftfSIcTR?, and the word 
suggest that the Sutrakara has in his view the Fra. Upa. 
Sruti which discusses the meditation on Om leading to Brahman 
( Fra. Upa. V ). The next Sutra refers to the between 
the two aspects of Brahman ( which Badari would distinguish 
as and ) and, as the FraSna Upani^d refers to two 
aspects of Brahman, we believe, Sutra 16 also supports our 
view that Fra. Upa. V is referred to by Sutra 15. 

31. If we take FraSna Upani^d V as referred to in 
these two Sutras, the view of Badarayana would seem to be 
as follows:— 

He says that “ The conductor carries ( upto the place 
where he can go ) those meditators of Brahman who meditate 
on Brahman without the resort or help of the Syllable Om ” 

)• This is consistent with the 

/ I 

Fra. Upa. Sruti. According to it he who meditates on Om as 
consisting of three mdtras ( parts ) is carried upwards by the 
Sdmans to the sees the Purusa who is 
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higher than “ this highest g’S^nj^)- 

Pra. Upa. V. 5. Now, as the meditator who resorts to this 
Pratika is carried upwards by the Samans, Badarayana says 
that those meditators on Brahman who do not resort to the 
Symbol Om are cavried hy the conductors. 

32. Badrayana held the above view because both Badari 

and Jaimini were correct ( Both of them were 

correct according to Badarayana and, therefore, he gave his 
own view that the conductor carried only those knowers of 
Brahman who did not resort to the Syllable Om. These 

may meditate on srvii«t or as stated in Bra. 
Su. III. 3. 11-54. Therefore, and are both of 

them respectively correct. 

33. cTcSCgsr — Badari has not considered and Jaimini has 

not pointed out in favour of his own view, that the meditator 
on Brahman ( without resorting to the Syllable Om ) makes a 
determinate thought about reaching Brahman, and, therefore, 
we must suppose that in either case he reaches Brahman 
immediately after leaving this world. The argument of ‘ ’ 

seems to be a reference to 

^ 3 ^ 5 ^ 

'km ^ ^ 

5i|reTf»i?Ts ffc?nfvr- 

( Cha. Upa. III. 14 ). In this ^ruti we find 

a definite determination or resolve on the part of the meditator 
that he would be horn unto this Atman, this Brahman after 
leaving this world. This is one more argument according to 
Badarayana as to why both Badari and Jaimini are right in 
their views ( See Sutra 16 ). Badarayana and Jaimini do not 
consider the point whether the conductor can go upto the 
or upto the ij?:; they emphasize the fact that the specific 
thought of the meditator about his goal and his object of 
knowledge shows that he must be conducted to his goal. 
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34. Sankara takes Sutras 15-16 as forming independent 
Adhikarana. According to him “ ” means 

“ ” “ those who resort to an effect 

of Brahman [ as Brahman ] but who are other than those 
resorting to ». e., ‘‘ those meditators of Brahman who 

meditate on some f ^^ i c s of Brahman other than the 
as Brahman. ” Sankara seems to divide meditation on Brahman 
into two classes, ( 1 ) those who meditate on the pure Brahman, 
i. e., those who realize Brahman itself, and ( 2 ) those who 
meditate on an effect of Brahman ; this second would consist 
of (a) the so called and (b) the 

‘ meditators on ^1^, etc., as in Cha. Upa. VII. In Sutra 

III. 3. 31 as interpreted by Saiikara, it was stated that the 
is the irf^ of (a) and (b). Now, says Sankara, in 
Sutra IV. 3. 16, the Sutrakara asserts that the is 

the of only (a) ; thus, according to Saiikara, the Sutrakara 
in this Sutra modifies what he has said in Bra. Su. III. 3. 31, 
because here ( in Sutra 15 ) he excludes the 

) from those mentioned in Sutra 
III. 3. 31. Thus, according to Sankara’s interpretation, Sutra 

III. 3. 31 which was a Siddhanta Sutra in Adhyaya III becomes 
as it were a Purvapaksa Sutra in Adhyaya IV. This kind 
of context itself makes Sankara’s explanation of Sutra 

IV. 3. 15 and of Sutra III. 3. 31 doubtful. It is very rarely 
that the Sutrakara ever withdraws or modifies in a later 
Adhyaya what ho has established as a Siddhanta in a 
preceding Adhyaya. 

It seems to us that the Sutrakara never distinguishes 
between the meditators ( or rather the knowers ) of Brahman 
in the pure form and those in its “ effect ’’ form. He 
does distinguish between the meditators on Brahman itself 
and on Symbols of Brahman. In the Sutra ( 15 ) there is 
no word to suggest the modification of the sense of 
by the addition of instead of by adding 


ea 
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taken as understood. Moreover, because of the fact that here 
the question is about being guided or carried by the conductor^ 
we think that all the are not considered here but only the 

Symbol Om is the point of reference here ( See the above Note ). 

‘ ' according to Sankara means the fact ( 1 ) that 

the Sutrakara holds that all the whether depending 

on sr^^s or not, go by the as in Sutra III. 3. 31, and 

^g®in> ( 2 ) now he says that only those ^ijaTt< 1 T^^s who do 
not resort to STcft^s, go by the ^?TR, in Sutra IV. 3. 15. 
But to us it seems that should be a reference to two 

exactly opposite views about one and the same point and that 
in this particular case it refers to Badari’s view that the 
conductor takes ( the knower of Brahman ) to a world which 
is an effect of Brahman and the view of Jaimini that he takes 
( the same person ) to the Supreme One itself. We have 
proposed to connect with 

as Proposition and Argument ; Sankara takes them separately 
and, then, gives his own reason for viz., 

arfq ”. This reason is not suggested 

by any word in the Sutra itself, but it results, according to 
Sankara, from the relation which he understands between this 
Sutra ( 15 ) and Sutra III. 3. 31. Saiikara says that ‘‘ tTcSUgs ” 
is an argument for and then he says that in 

without there is and in ^jyJTViff^Rs 

with JTcftsK there is no ‘ ’ is, according to him, 

not a mentioned definitely in any Sruti, e. g., in Cha. Upa. 
III. 14. 4, but only ‘ 

It seems to us that the topic here is about ‘ ’ as 

distinguished from or In the case of 

there is possibility for neither of the two, 
unless one meditates on Brahman as which is the last 

stage in that series and which ( ) is explained by the 

Sutrakara ( Sutra I. 3. 8 ) as Brahman itself. For this reason, 
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it is not possible that the Sutrakara would at all discuss 
here. 

Sutra 16 

35. ^ — From the context we think that 

the or difference meant here is that between the two 

aspects of' Brahman regarding which there is a differerence 
between Badari and Jaimini as to where the conductor takes 
the knower of Brahman and, which the Sutrakara seeks to 
reconcile in Sutra 15. 

36. Moreover, as Badarayana particularly refers to a 
Sruti about the difference between the aspects of Brahman, 
we think that he does not entirely accept the view of Badari 
and Jaimini regarding the same; but rather he partly differs 
from both and partly agrees with them. 

37. As the here is the difference between the two 

aspects of Brahman, we think, the Sutra refers to Pra. Upa, 
V. 2-7, where the difference between and Sjfiq; is 
mentioned. This is more likely because the same Sruti is 
indirectly referred to in Sutra 15. 

38. If Pra. Upa. V. 2-7 is the in Sutra 16, we 

cannot interpret either the ^ruti or the Sutra independently 
of Sutra I. 3. 13 ( ), where the Sutrakara’s 

interpretation of the 5^ in Pra. Upa. V. 5 is given, and of 
Sutra III. 3. 39 ( ) where he again refers to his 

own view about the Srutis discussed in Bra. Su. I. 3., one 
of which is the present Sruti. 

39. Now, we think, in Bra. Su. I. 3. 13 the Sutrakara 

says that sftqqq of Pra. Upa. V. 5 is the 3^, who 

is the object of the act of seeing ( ). In Bra. Su, I. 1-3, 

the Sutrakara takes up one word in a Sruti and says that the 
particular term means Paramatman ( or Purusa ). Thus, 

is Paramatman because of ( Bra. Su. I. 3. 1 ), 

is Paramatman because of ( Bra. Su. I. 
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3. 8 ), is Paramatman because of ( Bra. Su. 

I. 3. 10 ), ^ 5 ?: is Paramatman because of the succeeding sen- 
tences ( Bra. Su. I. 3. 14 ), srfJitT: is Paramatman because of 
the Sabda itself ( Bra. Su. I. 3. 24 ), ( we may say that ) STtuT 
is Paramatman because of (.Bra. Su. I. 3. 39 ), is 

Paramatman because of and is Paramatman because 

of ( Bra. Su. I. 3. 41 ). On the analogy of all 

these cases, we suggest that ‘ h: ’ in Sutra I. 3. 13 means 
‘ ’ and the Sutra would be ‘ ’ 

meaning “ The Principle called ( or ) is Prama- 

tman because he is called ( lit. ‘ the object of the act of 
seeing ’ viz., )”. is a term of doubtful meaning and 

the Sutrakara clears it by this Sutra. In the first Sutra of 
each Adhikara^a there is a term of doubtful meaning, which 
it is the purpose of the Adhikarana to explain. So, in this 
particular Sruti the Sutrakara explains as g^or 

In Bra. Su. III. 3. 39 ( Vide our interpretation of that 
Sutra ), the Sutrakara says that the Srutis or thoughts dis- 
cussed in Bra. Su. I. 3. 1 and the succeeding Sutras may be 
optionally applied to the or aspect of Brahman, 

though the Sutrakara has explained them as those belonging 
to or dealing with the or g^ aspect. So, on the 

strength of Bra. Su. III. 3. 39 we are given the option of 
interpreting as or srsq?!? aspect of Brahman 

though it may also be taken as the or g^ aspect, as 

the Sutrakara has done in Bra. Su. I. 3. 13. 

40. In the light of the above consideration, it seems to 
us that the Sutrakara takes the or and 

or g^^q aspect as two aspects taught in Pra. Upa. V. 5 and 
referred to as tR and in Pra. Upa. V. 2 ( Q[5rlt 

qt ^iqt 'q m ). 

According to the Sutrakara and are two 

aspects of Brahman and similarly it is called sisq^ and g^ 

Y We have used in the sense of the aspect here. 
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and the distinction between these two is like that between 
and ( Bra. Su. III. 2. 27 ). We have shown that the 

Sutrakara mentions these two aspects in Bra. Su. 111. 3. 8 
which refers to Bra. Su. III. 2. 27, and in Bra. Su. III. 3. 10, 
and that in Bra. Su. 111. 3. 11-54 he deals with the meditation 
on these ,two aspects of Brahman. 

On the strength of Bra. Su. I, 3. 13 and III, 3. 39 
is the or aspect and is the aspect, 

as shown above. The Sutrakara seems to think that 
is a term like and STQ’R^. Now, according to him, 

Brahman is mainly or, is the chief aspect of 

Brahman ( Bra. Su. III. 2. 14 ) and 5^ is the aspect. 

Thus, in Pra. Upa. V. 5 would be the Para Brahman 

( tit asi ) and 3;^^ would be the ilCT mentioned in Pra. 
Upa. V. 2. 

41. The above being the difference between the two 
aspects of Brahman, the Sutrakara would take the or 

to be the q?: of Jaimini and 3^ to be the q;i^ of 

Badari. The distinction between the two aspects mentioned 
by Badari in Bra. Su. IV. 3. 8 is to be similarly undetrstood, 
according to the Sutrakara. snriq%^^ in Br. Upa. III. 6. 1 is 
the anqa: and sHRSlqj which is the ^qcTI is the 

q^ il9T. According to the Sutrakara these two are not two «^s 
in the ordinary sense ; in the case of 3''5q, the Sutrakara 
clearly says that there is no glqjiq^ and this is further 
proved by the fact that he drops the mention of snnqf^^^ 
after Sutra IV. 3. 3;t SRIiqi^^q; is not a q;i5§ of Brahman, 
but it is another aspect of Brahman, viz., the aspect of 

Brahman, which stands on an equal level with the as 

being and as giving absolute final emancipation ( Bra. 

Su. III. 3. 44-54 ). The same Brahman is at the same time, 


f It ie in accordance with the Cha. Upa that the Sutrakara drops 
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in all the different states, both and ( Bra. Su. 111. 

2 . 11 ). Thus, the Sutrakara does not agree with Badari that 
the ^q;nc or 5^ aspect is a 5 Ri 4 of the or aspect, 

and he also does not agree with Jaimini that or qg; 

is higher than or different from what Badari called Both 

Badari and Jaimini thought that the is n but 

Badarayana thinks that the q^iqf^r^hR is no ( in the 

ordinary sense ), no but another aspect of the itself. 

In short, the difference between the two aspects is not 
that between and qg;, but it is the difference between two 
names given to the same object from different standpoints, 
like the names and 5:^1555 given to a serpent. Taken in 
this sense, BMarayana says, that the gTTf^qTf|[^ carries the 
gTJRftqfRygqq ailtqra’If to his goal viz.. Brahman, whether he 
meditates on Brahman as arsq'^ ( = fq?:iq;i^ ) or ( = q q qsi?: ). 
In this sense, both Badari and Jaimini are correct and there- 
fore acceptable to Badarayana, when we understand the 
or difference between these two aspects in the above way. 

We believe, this is the interpretation of Bra. Su. IV. 3. 16, 
Badarayana thinks that the question as to where the conductor 
can take the knower of Brahman is decided ( 1 ) by the 
question as to whom he takes ( and ) and 
( 2 ) by the question what is the difference between of 

Badari and q?: of Jaimini. gTSTcftqn^rtqq may be a 

meditator on either of the two aspects of Brahman and he 
has made a specific thought that he is to go to Brahman after 
leaving this world. Therefore, he must be carried by the 
conductor to his goal. And again, there is no fundamental 
difference between what Badari calls q;i^ ( snrrqf^Q^ or 
or aspect ) and what Jaimini regards to be the qq 

( gtsqrP or Br^iqiiq aspect ). One who meditates on 

Brahman through the Syllable Om is carried by the Samans, 
but who one meditates on it otherwise must necessarily be 
carried by a conductor, because the conductor is mentioned with 
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reference to this latter, while his function is performed by 
Samans with reference to the former. 

42. According to Sankara, Sutra 16 discusses the nature 
of the fruit of In his opinion, as in Sutral5 

it was said that the do not go to .the 

it remained still to explain what is the result of sicfl[^<n^«TTS. 

’ is not the between wq’ and ijT, but between 

the various ; thus, is ‘ 

according to Sankara ‘ ’ refers to Cha. Upa. VII. But, 

it seems to us that the qnvq' ST^^n^^TS such as are described 
in Cha. Upa. VII have been discussed by the Sutrakara in 
Bra. Su. III. 3. 60. 



CHAPTER VII 


SECTION I 

Manifestation of the Original Form of the Released Soul 
after Union with Brahman. 

Sutras IV. 4. 1-3 

( \ i 

( ^ ) 5^: I 

( ^ ) mm i 

TRANSLATION 

[The individual soul ] having been united [ with 
the Supreme One ], there is the manifestation [ of ^ the 
real nature of the individual soul ] because of the Sruti 
with the words “ with his own ” ( /. e., Cha. Upa. VIII. 
12 . 3 ). 

It is the liberated one [ who becomes manifest ], 
because of the main Proposition. 

It is the soul [ of the liberated one, who becomes 
manifest ], because of the context. 



NOTES 

Sutra 1 

1. ‘ ’ is undoubtedly a reference to Cha. Upa. VIII. 

12. 3, as Sankara points out. In the last Adhikarana of the 
preceding Fada it was decided that if the released soul has 
not resorted to the Symbol Om, he is led by the conductor to 
the Supreme One ; and that if he has ressorted to it the Samans 
lead him to the same. Now the Sutrakara tells us what 
happens after he unites with the Supreme One. 

2. — The Sutrakara does not hold that the 

or union at the end of the is absolute merging of the 

individual soul into Brahman, because he says that after union 
there is the manifestation of the ■ real form of the soul. 
Sankara does not seem to emphasize this point sufficiently. 

3. — Some Srutis like the following are not 
clear on the point of manifestation, e. g., 

( Mu. Upa. III. 2. 8 ). 

The Sutrakara gives a proof for the fact that after union 
with the Supreme One, there is a manifestation of the individual 
soul. The verb “ ’’ in the Sruti ( Cha. Upa. VIII. 

12. 3 ) may be interpreted in the sense of production ( ), 
as Sankara says. But “ ’’ can only mean 

that the individual soul becomes manifest in his own real nature. 

4 . With this Sutra ( IV. 4. 1 ) we should compare 

( a ) ( Bra. Su. II. 3. 31 ). 

This Sutra says that the gets of which are 

substantially present in the soul become manifest in 
liberation ( See Bra. Su. II. 3. 29 ), and 
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( & ) ( Bra. Sq. I. 3 . 19 ), where the 

Sutrakara refers to the same Sruti as is referred to 
in the present Sutra and says that the Sruti describes 
an individual soul whose real nature has become 
manifest. 

5. According to Sankara the very first Sutra discusses 

whether the soul becomes manifest with any new accidental 
( ) aUrihwtes or without them. According to us this 

question is considered in Bra. Su. IV. 4. 5-7. Bra. Su. IV. 4. 1 
asserts that there is a manifestation after union, i. e., manifestion 
of the liberated soul after union with the Supreme One 
attained at the end of The argument ‘ seems 

to us to have been used by the Sutrakara to explain ‘ ’ 

as ‘ ^ Sankara argues that proves that only 

the Atman becomes manifest, not with any new attributes. 
But, this does not seem to be the point discussed here at all. 
The fact that only the Atman of the liberated becomes mani- 
fest is in our opinion mentioned in Sutra IV. 4. 3 ( See below ). 
The Sutras quoted above ( I. 3. 19, II. 3. 31 ) show that acco- 
rding to the Sutrakara the real form of the soul is concealed 
during bondage and that he becomes manifest in his own 
natural form in liberation. Sankara himself also knows that 
‘ ’ has the sense of “ the soul’s own ( real form )”, 

but he tries to show that ‘ ’ moans STIrlTT, not 

Sutra 2 

6. In this Sutra the author tells us that the one who 
becomes manifest after union is the liberated one (5^). Cf. 

( Bra. Su. I. 3. 19 ), where also it was 
said that the Surti described a liberated soul. It is the 
liberated one who becomes manifest after union with the 
Supreme One. 

It should be here noted that the Sutrakara here gives 
us his own idea about “ ” or liberation, is not the 
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complete merging or fusion of the individual soul into the 
Supreme One, but it is the manifestation of the soul in its 
own form, after having been united with the Para. 

7. srf^itRr^- srfgjjR ’ here seems to have been used for 

S|f^9T the main proposition. Generally the Sutrakara uses the 
word ‘ ’ itself in this sense, e, g., 1. 4. 20 and 23, II. 

2. 21, II. 3. 6. So, why does be use sri^r^R here instead of the 

usual word ? 

The main Proposition in the present case is what Sankara 
points out in his commentary, viz., 

: 

II ( Cha. Upa. VIII. 7. 1 ). 

The words ete., show that the 

passage describes the liberated soul. The fact that the Sutra- 
kara takes Cha. Upa. VIII. 12. 3 as dealing with the liberated 
one is also known from ( Bra. Su. I. 

3. 19 ). The word ‘ in this Sutra is a reference to Cha. 

Upa. VIII. 12. 3 which is the of this Adhikarana. 

8. ^aiikara explains * ’ as ’ET 

Does he mean that the 
Sutrakara here tells us that the liberated one is no longer 
* bound ’ again ? If so, we should point out that it is the last 
Sutra ( IV. 4. 22 ) which tells us that the liberated never return 
to this world, or are never reborn in this world. Here the topic 
is not that of the liberated being born again in this world, 
but the Sutrakara seems to tell us that it is the liberated soul 
who becomes manifest after union with the Supreme One, 

Sutra 3 

9. It is the individual soul who becomes manifest. The 

Sutrakara uses the word * ’ in the sense of the individual 

soul. The body does not become manifest. The subtle body in the 
company of which the individual soul united with the Supreme 
One in the heart at the time of the departure did not come out with 
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the 90 ul when he left the body through the hundred-and-first artery. 
It seems to have been burnt by the flame of the top of the 
heart ( Bra, Su. IV. 2. 17 ). This point does not seem to us to 
have been clearly stated in the Sutra; so it is doubtful as to 
what happened of the subtle body. It may be that the subtle 
body accompanies the soul also when he is led by the conductor 
to the Supreme One ( 'I’C ) and when he becomes manifest in 
his real form after union with the Para, only the soul 
becomes manifest. This latter seems to be the point emphasized 
in Sutra 3. 

10. seems to be a reference to the fact that in 
all these sections ( Cha. Upa. VIII. 7-12 ) the individual soul 
is the topic of discussion, as Sankara explains in his commentary 
on Sutra IV. 4. 2. Thus, the context shows that it is the 
individual soul that becomes manifest in its real form after 
union with the Para. 

11, Sankara holds that this Sutra explains the 

in Cha. Upa. VIII. 12. 3 as the Supreme One. But 

as he himself remarks, this is the topic of Bra. Su. I. 3. 40 
( ). And, that the destination of the knowner of 

Brahman described variously as sTfr*!, etc., etc., 

is and not has been decided in Bra. Su. IV. 3. 7-16. 
So, we do not think that either of these questions is touched 
here once again. The question here is “ Who becomes mani- 
fest after having been united with the Supreme One ? ” And 
the Sutrakara tells us that it is the individual soul in 
liberation, that becomes manifest in that way. Saiikara takes 
in Cha, Upa. VIIL 7. 1 as the liberated soul, in his 
commentary on Sutra IV. 4. 2 and as in his commentary 

on Sutra IV. 4. 3. 



SECTION II 


Non-separation of the Revealed Soul from the Supreme One. 

Sutra IV. 4. 4 

( V ) i 


TRANSLATION 


[The liberated soul who becomes manifest after 
being united with the Supreme One becomes manifest ] 
in non-separation with the Supreme One, because it has 
been shown in the ^ruti. 


4 



NOTES 

Siitra 4 

1. It has been said in the preceding Adhikara^a that 
the individual soul in liberation becomes manifest after union 
with the Supreme One. Now the Sutrakara tells us that he 
becomes, manifest and he remains in non-separation from the 
Supreme One from whom he becomes manifest. In the 
* bondage ' he lives in separation, but not so in liberation. 

2. ssjsrni. seems to be a reference to Srutis like a g 

( Br. Upa. IV. 3. 23-32 ). 
See Note on Sutra IV. 2. 16 where the meant by the 

Sutrakara is explained with reference to the union of the 
subtle elements with the Supreme One in the heart. In the 
By. Upa. IV. 3, 20-31 is intended to explain the 
identity or union of the soul with the Supreme Being in deep 
sleep and By. Upa. IV, 3. 32 says that the same is also the 
case in the state of liberation ( qrm ) 

Thus, the Sutrakara describes the state of liberation or 
absolution as that of non-separation of the soul from the 
Supreme One. The word is based upon the Sruti 

sf g and should be contrasted 

with the word BryiitT in Sutras like g Brwnt 

( Bra. Su. II. 3. 7 ). Also 'Cf. jt 

( Bra. Su. II. 1. 35 ), and ( Bra. 

Su. II. 1. 13 ). 

The exact nature of 9r{^«n<T in Sutra IV. 4. 4 would be 
clear from the Sutras which follow it. 

3. ^iikara quotes many other Srutis besides the above 

one as referred to by But it seems to us from Sutras 

IV. 2. 16 and IV. 4. 4 that the Sutrakara attaches importance 
to Br. Upa. IV. 3. 23-31 and would explain the other Srutis 
describing liberation in the light of that ^ruti. Sankara 
explains as absolute identity of the soul with Brahman 

and makes use of other Srutis besides By. Upa. IV, 3. 23-31 
to support his conclusions. 



SECTION III 


Nature of the Revealed Form of the Soul: Three views. 
Sutras IV* 4, 5-7 


( ^ I 

TRANSLATION 

( Jaimini holds that the liberated soul becomes 
manifest in his own original form L e ., ) in a Brahma form, 
on account of the mention of that form ( in the list of 
the forms which the soul assumes ) in the ^ruti, and 
other reason. 5 

“ In the subtle form of consciousness, because the 
individual soul consists of it ”, holds Audulomi. 6 

Badarayana holds that ‘ Also thus, there is no incon- 
sistency ( with the ^ruti, viz., ) because 

of the mention ( and ) because of the original existence. ' 7 



NOTES 

Sutra 5 

1. In this Adhikarana the Sutrakara seems to explain 
the nature of the libterated soul’s own form in which the 
liberated soul becomes manifest, as said in Sutra I ( ^f| 

Cha. Upa. VIII. 12. 3 ). It has been said in Sutra 
3 that only the soul of the liberated becomes manifest. Now, 
we are told what is the nature of the soul’s own form. 

2. — This is a reference to the word sngi in such a 
Sruti as 5r^«iT 

qt qi M qf qiSf^T qi 

( By. Upa. IV, 4. 4 ). Out of the various forms mentioned 
here it is the sri^ form in which, according to Jaimini, the 
liberated soul becomes manifest. 

By * ’ we may take such arguments as the fact that the 

soul is in non-separation with the so, his form also is 

I 

3. Sankara explains sn^T ns referring to anwisqsff- 

qi'm 55T?qq>w; 

^ I ( Cha. Upa. VIII. 7. 1 ). But to 

us it appears that ‘ ’ refers to By. Upa. IV. 4. 4 where 

the very word is given ; and sn?? would mean “ possessed of 
all the attributes of Brahman ”. In Bra. Su. II. 3. 29 the 
Sutrakara says that the soul has all the attributes of the 
Supreme One in substance and in Bra. Su. II. 3. 31 he says 
that they become manifest in liberation. By ‘ 3TI^ ’ Sankara 
understands several other Srutis to have been referred to. 

Sutra 6 

4. Audulomi believes that the individual soul consists of 
‘ consciousness ’ and therefore the liberated soul becomes mani- 
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fest in % form of mere consciousness. In the opinion of Jaimini 
the soul in liberation would be possessed of all the attributes 
of Brahman, and all would mean not only consciousness 
(^). but and all other attributes of Brahman menti- 

oned in Bra. Su. I, 1-8. Audulomi seems to hold that the 
individual soul does not consist of STRrf, etc., but only of 
consciousness, and that therefore he becomes manifest only 

as mere consciousness ( ) or thought. 

» 

5. Sankara seems to find Audulomi's view very agreeable 

to him and thinks that it is better than that of Jaimini. He 
had taken ‘ ’ in the preceding Sutra as referring to Cha. 

Upa. VIII. 7. 1; so, he says that Jaimini’s view gave only a 
negative description, while Audulomi’s view gives a positive 
one. He goes further and says that belong 

to Brahman on account of its so they cannot really 

belong to the individual soul in liberation. They do not form 
the of the liberated as does so, the gr^, 

etc., demonstrated in the Sruti as the attributes of the liberated 
are only meant to convey the idea of mere absence of misery. 
The Sutrakara does not seem to understand as 

not admitting of any kind of positive enjoyment. The question 
of positive enjoyment in the state of liberation is discussed 
by the Sutrakara in Sutras IV. 4. 13-14, and 17-21. 

Sutra 7 

6. Badarayana seems to think that both the views of 

laimini and Audulomi are consistent with the Sruti. is 

nore than mere consciousness, because it is also Bliss, etc. 
k>, we cannot say that Badarayana regarded the views of 
laimini and Audulomi as consistent with each other. Therefore 
ve naust conclude that here means “ consistency with 

he Sruti. ” As both the views are said to be consistent with 
he Sruti, we should also conclude that Badarayana held that 
Irutis gave an option to the liberated soul on this point. 

B6 
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7. ‘ also so ’ or ‘ even so ’ means ‘ also according 

to the view of Audulomi ’ there is no contradiction of the Sruti, 
becuase of ( and ). The Sutrakara says that 

just as Jaimini’s view is supported by ( and ), 

so also Audulonii’s view is supported by the same arguments. 
Thus, supports the conclusion stated in the above note. 

— There is no contradiction with the Sruti in 
both the ways, according to the view of Jaimini and also 
according to that of Audulomi. 

8. — The Sutrakara refers to the mention of the 
nature of the individual soul as mere consciousness, in the 
Sruti. There are many such texts : — 

(a ) «r % ( Br. Upa. 

IV. 3. 30 ). This Sruti says that in the state of 
liberation the consciousness of the soul ( ) 
does not disappear. 

(h) ^ mi|[R 

( By. Upa. III. 7. 22 ). This Sruti according 
to the Sutrakara ( I. 2. 20 ) describes the individual 
soul as consciousness. 

( c ) qlsq sn^g ( Be. Upa. IV. 4. 22 ). 

( d ) qjJTfftr fw5irR*m^ ailffll ( Mu. Upa. Ill, 2. 7 ). 

( 6 ) ( Pra. Upa. IV. 11 ). 

Cf. in Sutra IV. 4. 6. 

In all these passages the individual soul is stated to be 
consciousness or consisting of consciousness. The Sutrakara 
says that just as there is the mention of the of the 

soul, similarly there is also the mention of the or 

of the soul. . 

9. ‘ By his original existence ’ %. e., before he 

was ‘ bound, ’ he was only consciousness ; thus his original 
form was that of consciousness. The Sruti ( ^ l) 
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says that in liberation the soul becomes manifest in his, own 
form; thus it teaches that he becomes manifest in his original 
form i. e,, in the form of consciousness. 

Thus, Badarayana holds that even according to the view 
of Audulomi there is no inconsistency between the form of 
the liberated soul and the Sruti viz., Cha. Upa. VIII, 12. 3, as 
there is no such inconsistency according to that of Jaimini. 
Both the views are mentioned in the Sruti. 

10. Sankara says that Audulomi’s view is to be accepted 
as tlie absolute truth and Jaimini’s as the practical truth. Perhaps 
this sense he brings out from i^sfrrfii and his interpretation of 
Sutra 6. To us seems to mean that even the view of 

Audulomi is supported by the Sruti, thus both the views, of 
Jaimini and of Audulomi, being proved to be supported by the 
Sruti ( ). The Sutrakara seems to us to support both 

the views equally on the ground of so that there is 

no distinction of one being the absolute, the other the relative 
view. Sankara understands as the of the 

instead of the of the as we have proposed 

to take it. ‘ ’ means according to Sankara 

Thus, ‘ ’ is interpreted by him as referring to the Sutra 

preceding Sutra 6, and To us ‘ ’ 

seems to mean ‘ former or original existence ’ and to refer to 
‘ ’ in the Sruti. Sankara interprets “ ” as 

between the views of Jaimini and Audulomi. But, 
if there was real why should the two teachers have 

differed at all ? Moreover, taking one view as absolutely real 
and another as practically or relatively real shows that a kind of 
is admitted, which is tried to be solved by resorting to 
the scheme of and 5?inr5Tf^ truth. The Sutrakara, 

howeyer, seems to admit both the views as consistent with 
the Sruti; this conclusion is supported by ‘ ’ ‘ also so 

in the Sutra. We think, ‘ ’ would be wore 
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naturally interpreted as we have done it ; and * ’ is 

like ‘ ’ in Sutra IV. 4. 12. And though ^ in other 

^prs, refers to what is said in a preceding Sutra, the compound- 
word is never found in the Brahmasutras in the sense of 

( *= Besides, ‘ ’ in the ^ruti and 

in the Sutra, makes it clear that according to the 
context there is here the mention of an original existence. So, 
we believe that Badarayana here supports both the views, of 
Jaimini and of Audulomi, equally. Moreover, should be 
interpreted as existence rather than 3i3Trm9^TT*T. cannot 

mean STSTr^n^mJTI^. Sankara takes 



SECTION IV 


Fulfilment of every Desire of the Released Soul 
by mere Will: Self-lordship. 

Sutras IV. 4. 8-9 


( < ) g I 

'3 

(%) i 


TRANSLATION 


But, the released soul gets every object of desire 
only by will, because of the ^ruti about it. 8 

And for this very reason he is without a lord other 
than himself. 


9 



NOTES 

Sntra 8 

1. As the shows, this Adhikarana tells us 

how the released soul attains the fulfilment of his desires. 
In the ( Cha. Upa. VIII. 12 ) we read about the 

enjoyment of desired objects by the released soul, viz., ^ <nr 

i ( Cha. Upa, 

VIII. 12. 3 ). The Sutrakara says that this enjoyment on the 
part of the released soul takes place merely by his will. He 
has to make a desire, and the desired object is present before 
him, Gf. also q ( Cha. 

Upa. VIII. 13. 5-6 ). 

2. From the Cha. Upa. Sruti ( VIII. 12. 3 ), it may be 
supposed that women, vehicles, and relatives of the released soul 
are present in the world of Brahman ( neu. ) for the enjoyment 
of the released one. This supposition is rejected by g in the Sutra. 

3. — This is undoubtedly a reference to Cha. Upa. 

VIII. 2, as'’ Saiikara points out. There it is stated that if the 
released soul wishes to see his father or ancestors, his mother, 
his brother, his sister; these persons arise before him from his 
pure wiU ( ) and he enjoys in their company. Thus, 

the relatives ( in Cha. Upa. VIII. 12. 3 ) become 
present in only through , the will of the released one 

( qw^qi^q Cha, Upa. VIII. 2 ), Similarly, all other objects of 
enjoyment like friends, garlands and perfumes, food and drinks 
( Of. in Cha. Upa. VIII. 12. 3 ), songs and music and 
ladies ( Of. in Cha, Upa. VIII. 12. 3 ) arise out of the will 

of the liberated one. 

It seems that this topic is taken up for discussion 
immediately after the various topics arising out of the ^(fqvrfq- 

in order to show that this part of the ( the 
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nieeting of the released soul with his relatives and others ) is 
to be interpreted in the light of Cha. Upa, VIII. 2. 

4. According to Sankara the of this Sutra arises 

from Cha. Upa. VIII. 2 itself because, though in that Sruti it 
is clearly stated that the objects of desire arise out .of only 
desire, it may be supposed by a <3^^ that as in the world, 
the of the released also requires some other like 

a human effort, in order to produce the things required. We 
think that because the very words ‘ ’ occur in the 

as in the Sutra, and because the topic in Cha. Upa. 
VIII. 2 is that of the liberated, there is no room for such a 
doubt arising out of Cha. Upa. VIII. 2. The Sutra, therefore, 
seems to us to remove doubts arising out of other Srutis like 
Cha. Upa. VIII. 12. 3, Tai. Upa. II. 1, etc., which may lead 
to the supposition that these objects are 'present in 
as in the heaven ( ) of Gods. It is in Sutra IV. 4. 21 

that is denied and alone is established in the 

state of release. In Sutra 8, the purpose seems to be to tell 
us that the is not dependent upon others for his 
( see the word in the next Sutra ). 

Sutra 9 

6. ‘ STcT qq as in other Sutras, means ‘ on account of 

the very reason mentioned in Sutra 8.’ 

6. Because all the objects of enjoyment arise in the case 

of the liberated from his will only and he has not to depend 
upon others, he is master of himself, he has no lord over him. 
‘ ’ may be a reference to Srutis like ^ 

vrqfq 1 arq 

1 ( Cha. Upa. 

Vll. 25 ). Compare also Cha. Upa. VIII. 1. 6 quoted by Saiikara. 

7. In the case of the soul in bondage, he does the 
actions, but the fruit of his actions is given by God ( Bra. 
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Su. II. 3. 41 and Sa. Bhasya on Bra. Su. Ill, 2. 38-41 ). But 
in the case of liberation as soon as the soul makes a wish 
he gets the thing. 

8. Sutra 9 explains the Srutis in which the individual soul 
is said to be or identical with Gf. Sa. Bhasya on 

Bra. Su. IV. 4. 17-21. 



SECTION V 


Option of a Body in the case of the Released: 
consistent with Fulfilment of Desires. 

Sutras IV. 4. 10-14 
( ) 3r5fTTf I 

( «rT?^n«^ts?r: i 

( ?^ ) I 

( U ) I 

TRANSLATION 

Badari holds that there is non-existence of a body 
in the case of a liberated soul, because the ^ruti says so. 10 

Jaimini holds that there is existence of a body in 


his case, because of the mention in the Sruti of an option 
regarding the number of bodies of a liberated soul. 11 

Badarayana holds that the revealed form of the 
released soul is of both the kinds, as in the case of the 
Dvadasaha sacrifice, on the ground of these ( ^rutis ), 12 

because of the explicability of enjoyments as in 
dream, in the case of the non-existence of a body, 13 

[ and ] as in the waking state, in the case of the 
existence of a body. 14 


s« 



NOTES 

Sutra 10 

1. As Sutra 13 indicates, the topic of this Adhikarana 
is whether the released soul, who becomes manifest in its real 
nature, has a body or not. The question of the body must 
follow that of the nature of the soul. 

2. Badari holds that there is no body in the case of a 
released soul. 

3. aiff — This seems to be a reference to such a Sruti 

as (a) 511 

giJTrn^ I fsr?n^tv5n, ^ I Isr^iffira^ft’rqs* 

qiq ^5# q fiPTlfirq I ( Cha. Upa. VIII. 12. 1 ), 

( h ) 5r<tt 

srpift sttra qq I ( Br. Upa. IV. 4. 7 ). 
These Srutis state that the soul in liberation has no body. 

4. According to Saiikara the released soul has a mindaa is 
proved by the fact that he gets every object of enjoyment by mere 
thought of it ( ^f^-Sutra 8 ). He does not take sif^ as 
referring to a Sruti stating that the released soul has no body, 
but he takes it as a reference to Cha. Upa, VIII. 12. 6 ( 

qiiqq;. ) and says that that Sruti proves that the 

released soul has no body. To us it appears that some Sruti 
stating that the released soul has no body is referred to by 
the Sutra, as shown by us. 

Sutra 11 

5. Jaimini holds that the released one has a body. 

6. This refers to Cha. Upa. VII. 26. 2 where 

the released soul is stated to have as many bodies as he likes, 
as Sankara rightly points out. « qqjvn I ( Cha. 

Upa. VII. 26. 2 ). 

I 

7. Sankara remarks that this option of the number of 

bodies to be assumed is mentioned in the and that 

though this is this power of assuming 
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many bodies belongs to and is mentioned in 

for “ the praise ” of This should be understood to 

be Sahkara’s own view. Jaimini seems to believe that the 
power to assume many , bodies is the result of the knowledge 
of the Supreme One ( see Sutras IV. 3. 12-14 ). 

Sutra 12 

8. ‘ sra": ’ means ‘ on account of the twofold Srutis/ 
viz., those which say that the liberated soul has no body e. g., 
Gha. Upa. VIII. 12. 1, Br. Upa. IV. 4. 7, and those which 
state that the liberated soul can assume as many bodies as 
he likes ( Cha. Upa. VII. 26. 2 ). 

9. Badarayana holds that the subject admits of both the 
possibilities on account of the twofold Srutis. 

10. is a sacrifice and as Sankara says, it is both 

a ( a sacrifice with many sacrificers ) and ( a sacrifice 

with one sacrificer ); similarly, the knower of Brahman gone 
to the Para may have a body or may have no body. 

Sutra 13 

11. In Sutras 13-14 Badarayana gives arguments showing 
that a released soul may have a body or may not have any 
body at all, and yet the enjoyment of objects of desire taking 
place in the state of liberation is possible. 

12. If he has no body the enjoyment of objects would 
be possible’ as in the state of dream ( see. Bra, Su. III. 2. 1-3 ). 

Sutra 14 

13. Saiikara rightly says that the liberated even may 

reasonably have enjoyments as we in our waking state, when 
the liberated has a body. But his word ‘ ’ cannot have 

been written here in its literal sense, because thereby he 
would contradict himself on Bra. Su. IV. 4. 11. But see Sa. 
bhasya on Bra. Su. IV. 4, 16. 

14. This Adhikarana proves that the liberated soul may 
or may not have a body. 



SECTION VI 

Pervading Nature of the Released Soul. 

Sutras IV. 4. 15-16 


( ?^ ) ft i 

TRANSLATION 

T HE entering [ into all, of a released soul ] is like 
that of a lamp, because the ^ruti shows it. 15 

Because [ the original form of the liberated soul is ] 
made manifest with regard to [ either of the two states 
of ] deep-sleep and union { with the Para ) or liberation. 16 



NOTES 

Sutra 15 

1. In the case of the liberated soul the Srutis say that 
* he enters all ’ or he pervades all. His all-pervasion is often 
mentioned in the Upanisads. So, in this Sutra, the Sutrakara 
seems to us to mention that all-pervasion and also to explain 
the same. 

2. He says that in the case of the released soul there 

is a pervasion ( ) like that of a lamp. By giving this 

simile the Sutrakara seems to intend to convey his view that 
the liberated soul does not merge into Brahman or does not 
lose his individuality when he becomes all-pervading. The 

or rather of the liberated soul is like that of a 

lamp. The lamp keeps up its individual existence and yet 
pervades all things around it. 

3. — There are Srutis about the of the 
liberated soul, e. g., 

{(*) sRn»?n5 i 

^ ll 

( Mu. Upa. III. 2. 5 ) 

{h) ^ II 

( Pra. Upa. IV. 11 ). 

Strictly speaking we require a Sruti in which the all-per- 
vasion of the released soul is compared with that of a lamp. 

4. According to Sankara this Sutra discusses the question 

how the released soul occupies many bodies at a time. In the 
preceding Adhikarana the released soul is given the option 
of having a body ; and there is mention of his assuming many 
bodies in Bra. Su. IV. 4. 11. However, the following points 
need be considered:— ( I ) Only is mentioned in this 
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Sutra, but not the entrance into many bodies. ( 2 ) ” 

is a vague reference for our purpose. ( 3 ) Moreover neither 

sn^ nor an^f^cr is mentioned in the given by Sankara 

and, really, that was the in Bra. Su. IV. 4. II; so 

we believe that his ( Cha. Upa. VII. 26. 2 ) is not 

the correct one, ( 4 ) The next Sutra which should be taken 
as an argument of does not support the entrance into 

many bodies, but rather it supports our view of the pervasion 
of the released soul as the topic of this Sutra. For these 
reasons we do not think that Sankara’s view about the topic 
of this Adhikarana is correct. See Note ( 7 ) below. 

Sutra 16 

5. This Sutra gives an argument in support of the 
mentioned in the preceding Sutra. And as it ( this Sutra ) 
clearly supports an^;[T in the sense of “ pervasion ”, 

we believe that SQtra 15 also discusses only the of 

the released soul, without referring to any particular question 
of pervading many bodies at a time. The word ‘ ’ clearly 

shows that Sutra 16 gives an argument for the statement in 
Sutra 15. 

6. The lamp-like pervasion of the individual soul in 
the released state is possible, because his original form is 
made manifest with reference to the two states of deep sleep 
and union with Brahman. 

This Sutra has reference to many Sutras. The soul is 
said to be possessed of the substance of the attributes of 
Brahman ( Bra. Su. II. 3. 29 ), and it is said that this form 
of the soul becomes manifest in the state of liberation, just 
as manliness which is latently existing in childhood becomes 
manifest in youth ( Bra. Su. II. 3. 31 ). is one 

of these attributes. Similarly, Sutra III. 2. 7 ( 

and IV. 4. 1 also 

corroborate the sense of this Sutra. 
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Another important point to be noticed is that the perva- 
sion of the liberated soul is like that of a lamp and is similar 
to his pervasion in the deep -sleep state. So the manifestation 
of his substance of does not conflict with his 

mentioned in Bra. Su. II. 3. 21-27. And also the view that 
the soul has the substance of the JJOTS of God is’ corrobo- 
rated in as much as the soul is not like God but he 

has 

7 As already said, Saiikara found that Sutra 16 does not 
support his interpretation of Sutra 15, but rather contradicts it. 
It was this feeling, on account of which Sankara could not 
connect Sutra 16 with Sutra 15, as an argument ( and 
proposition respectively. For his interpretation of Sutra 16, 
he found it necessary to give an introduction about the 
of the soul in liberation, mentioned in several 
Srutis. So, to Sutra 16 we are to add 

); and then we are to interpret 

’ as an argument of that sentence. He takes * ’ 

as ^51 ( 

We believe, it is not 
proper to divide Sutra 16 ( which is a ) into two 

sentences, and to add ‘ ’ to the Sutra. 

is the sftqRWt as in Cha. Upa. VIII. 12. 

3 and Bra. Su. IV. 4. 1. Sankara takes in the 

sense of ‘ expounded ’. As a result of his wrong interpretation 
of ari^qr in Sutra 15, Sankara has to say that Sutra 15 deals 
with while Sutra 16 deals with 

However, if Sutras 15-16 are to be taken as explaining 
how the released soul occupies many bodies at a time, we 
believe that the Sutras do not support Sankara’s view that it is 
through ^fkr. Rather Sutra 16 speaks of the pervasion of the 
released soul in general and it shows that the soul pervades 
the bodies and remains also outside the bodies like a lamp 
( from which other lamps are lighted, or which pervades the 
place where it is lighted ). 



SECTION VII 


Revealed Form of the Soul devoid of 
Worldly Dealings and Changeless. 

Sutras IV. 4. 17-21 

( i 
(U) I 

( ^ ?r«n If ft«i^mf i 

( I 

( i 

TRANSLATION 

[The revealed ( or re-manifested ) form of the 
released one is ] devoid of the worldly operations ( influ- 
ence, workings ), because of the context and because of 
its being remote [ from the world ]. 1 7 

If it be argued that “ [ It is not so ] because of a 
^ruti or direct statement ”, we reply, “ No, because it is 
a statement about those who belong to the group of 
officers; 18 

and [ that revealed form ] is not subject to change, 
because the ^ruti mentions its continuation or permanence. 19 

And the ^ruti and Smrti show it similarly, 20 

and because of the text about the similarity [ between 
the soul in this world and the revealed state of the released 
soul ] in the point of enjoyment of desires only. 
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NOTES 

Sutra 17 

1. In the preceding Sutra the revealed or remanifested 
form of the released soul is mentioned. So, we believe we 
have here to take that form to be qualified by 

This section, therefore, seems to us to deal with the state or 
form of the released soul. 

2. The form of the released soul is not subject to the 
workings or dealings of the world, ». e., it is not subject to 
birth and death, and also other operations of the world. 

3. as the preceding Sutra and Siitra 1 

of this Pada refer to Cha. Upa. VIII, 12. 3, we may take 
' the context ’ as a reference to Cha. Upa. VIII. 7. 1, viz., 

jei I 

Here the soul which becomes manifest when released is 
said to be srqfrfqrtTt ‘ free from sins, ’ fqsn: ‘ without old age, ’ 
‘ without death, ’ ‘ free from sorrow, ’ etc., etc. 

The Sutrakara seems to think that the dealings or workings 
of the world, like old age, death, sorrow, etc., are absent in the 
form of the liberated soul, because the context 
shows that it is so. The word ‘ ’ in the preceding 

Sutra also suggests that aiay be explained by 

quoting Bf. Upa. IV. 3. 22, gtsr fqmsfqcu 

qt^ rft’nf Jl[ 1 All 

dealings of the world are here denied of the remanifested form 
of the soul. The description applies both to the deep-sleep 
state and to the state of liberation ( Gf. Bra, Su. III. 2. 7 ). 

• T 
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4. In the discussion of the problem of 

sniT^^’ or being the goal, it was argued by that 

was called because the two were near each other 
( 1 Bra. Su. IV. 3. 9 ). 

In contrast to this, the Sutrakara says in Su, IV. 4. 17 
that the revealed form of the released soul is so remote from 
the world that the former is not influenced by the latter at all, 

5. According to Sankara this Sutra discusses the question 

whether the meditators of who get the state of equality 

( ) with Hiranyagarbha gain absolute or limited Lordship. 

The reply is that their lordship is limited because they get 
erftnrill’sgq’ but not the lordship of creating and destroying the 
world which belongs only to the the permanent Lord. 

To us it appears that according .to the context of the Pada 
and also of the immediately preceding Sutra, ‘ ’ 

refers to which is referred to in the 

preceding Sutra and which becomes manifest in liberation 
(Bra, Su. ,1V. 4. 16 ); and means birth, death, the 

relationship of father and son, etc., etc., castes, etc. By 
Saiikara does not refer to any particular text where the 

is mentioned, but he takes it as 
( = “ because in the matter of creation and 

destruction of the world the permanent Lord is the topic ”. And 
does not mean the ( spiritual ) distance between 
and the but it means that “ the meditators are 

‘ remote ’ in the matter of 3r*T^qiqfC Thus, according to 
Sankara has the same sense as 

is while g^s are in the matter of 3l»!^sq(qrc. 

But we think, and are spoken of as the 

tame entity here, viz., g^^^q. In fact no ” is referred 

to or implied in the preceding Sutra or this Sutra. 

Sutra 18 

6. iRq^q% 5 ng,-“This Sutra gives ano bjection to SWJtliqn:- 
The opponent argues that the Sruti itself says that 
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“ the or the liberated experience death in the at 

the time of the end of the Para ”, ‘ ’ means the Sruti. 

And may refer to such a text as 

( Mu. Upa. III. 2. 6 ). 

« 

The first half of this verse may be taken as a direct or 
express mention ( ) of the released. In Sutras IV. 

3. 7-15 it has been decided that si^T^q^iq^ in such texts as 
a ^ qrt; q^iq^rt ( Br. Upa. VI. 

2. 15 ), means the Supreme Brahman. ‘ qftg^qf^ ’ would 
mean ‘ are released ’ ». e., ‘ become free from body ’ as in 
gr^Eq* ?i(^q qtqqr «aq??^ ( Cha. Upa. VI. u. 2 ). 

Moreover ‘ q^f^qjl® ’ would be a direct statement about the 

* ^ I , 

destruction of the Para or the Supreme One. So, this Sruti 
may be referred to as mentioning ‘ the operations of the world ’ 
in the case of the released. 

7. — The Sutrakara does not grant 

the opponent’s interpretation of the above Sruti. He says 
that the statement of that Sruti refers to those who belong to 
the group of oflBcers, Indra, Prajapati and others. They^also are 
entitled to the study of the Vedanta and they remain in their 
oflSce even after the rise of the knowledge of Brahman ( Bra. 
Su. I. 3. 3d ) and are released when those worlds over which 
they rule are destroyed. Thus, the Sruti pointed out by the 
opponent refers to those who have got and who are in 

the group of officers, and not to the released who have attained 
the Para. 

8. According to Sankara ‘ STcq^q^qr * refers to such 

texts as Tai. Upa. I. 6. 2, ‘ ‘ The released 

one gets sovereignty.’ He says that in this Sruti the released 
one is said to get ‘ unlimited lordship.’ He solves the compound 

as q; fqqrqRriq- 
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?m^r3?Tsnfire«?r?r | Can we say that 
«!?: fwR: is an ( appointed ) officer ( ) ? And why 

should it be qfe? n r»igg? 1 The sun is not at all referred to in 
the Sutra. would mean the group of officers ” 

and would mean the Sun, the Varuna, Indra, Prajapati and 
other officers. We cannot say that like the disc or orb of the 
Sun, there are similar orbs in other worlds of ^ 15 , 

etc. So the interpretation of as ani^cr^g 

is also foreign to the Sutra. The various STT^^^s are not at 
all referred to in the Sutra. Moreover, the ‘ ^i7i?«TSrTfH ’ ( ) 

is not mentioned in either of these two Sutras ( 17-18 )but is 
derived from the word ‘ ’ which Sankara takes as 

implied in Sutra 17. 

In fact the explanation of those Srutis in which the 
liberated soul is said to be or Lord seems to have been 
given by the Sutrakara in Bra. Su. IV. 4. 9 ( g'R«ITf^- 
qfir: I ) and II. 3. 29 ( ), etc. ; and Cha. 
Upa. VII. 25. 2 and VIII. 1. 6 ( jet 

I ) which Sankara quotes under Sutras 27-28 is 
also quoted by him as the of Sutra IV. 4. 9. Such 

Srutis, according to Sutra IV. 4. 9, do not mean that 
mentioned therein depends upon ‘ qr: fR?: but 

rather the Sutrakara interprets them as showing the power 
of the liberated to gain any desired object from mere wish 
( g l Sutra IV. 4. 8 ) without depending upon 

anybody else but themselves. 

Sutra 19 

9. This Sutra seems to us to give one more argument for 
the statement in Sutra 17. Thus, with fqqiFiqf^ we should take 
as understood “ g^TEq^ q ^ ^ The revealed form of the liberated 
one is not subject to change and that shows that it is devoid 
of the dealings of the world, like birth, death, sorrow, etc. 

10. I The abiding nature or the permanence 
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or, we may say, the continuance of the revealed form of the 
liberated is mentioned in Srutis like ( 1 ) ^ 

^»ItJ ( By. Upa. V. 10. 1 ) ; ( 2 ) 
q^:i; ( Br. Upa. VI. 2. 15 ). In these 

Gratis the liberated are said to continue staying in Brahman for 
eternal ages. The released is said to live in the " world of 
Brahman ” for eternal ages, for unlimited years. So, the form 
of the liberated is eternal or permanent. 

11. ‘ ’ shows that by we are to understand 

Sffff and JT^CT. Out of these three conditions, only is 

the condition of the form of the liberated. 

12. Sankara takes ‘ ^ ’ in the sense of in addition to 

‘ As the 

latter or is not mentioned in the preceding Sutras, 

we do not think this addition can be justified on the ground 
of the context. Moreover ‘ g" ’ can have the sense of 
proper only if it occurs in the first Sutra of an Adhikarana 
e. gr., II. 2. 1, but when it occurs in a Sutra in the middle of 
an Adhikarana, it has the sense of the of the preceding 

arguments only. We propose; to take it ( {q«i;{?;Tq^ ) as an 
additional argument for ^^qiq w q^ ni ^; so that ^q^sq iqi ^ q^tj^ 
and ^^Ercfq^ are both of them adjectives to the same thing 
viz., arifqc^q If we wish to distinguish between 

these two adjectives, we may say that srq^qiqT^qj^ refers 
to birth, death etc., and also to the relation of father and 
son, etc., while ‘ fqqilVTq^ ’ refers to only ‘ the impossibility 
of change ‘ or ’ changelessness ’. This changelessness is 
proved by the mentioned in Srutis. Sankara explains 

as existence instead of as continuation and having taken 
‘ *q ’ in the above sense, he explains as * f| [qqf 

We think ‘ ’ means continuance or abiding 

state and therefore it is an argument against or change. 

According to Sankara, Sutra 18 explained the fq^T^qtqcqiq 
of Brahman and Sutra 19 explains the fqq;T^f^q of Brahman ; 
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thus he seeks to prove his doctrine of and i^i|ar forms 

of Brahman from these Sutras. And the purpose of the 
reference to in Sutra 19 is given by Sankara in 

the following words “ jt ^ 

51^ 3f?r»r 

^!pr ^srjj^sfq «>g4»Rqi'ai 

” We think, we cannot interpret the Sutra in 
such a way as it would be necessary to add all these sentences 
to make its meaning and purpose clear. 

Sutra 20 

13. The ^ruti shows that the form of the released soul is 
changeless and devoid of the dealings of the world. In the 

latter case the Bf. Upa. ^ruti ( By. Upa. IV. 3. 22 ) quoted 
by us under Sutra 17 may be meant by the Sutrakara. 

14. — The Smrti also shows that the form of the 
released soul is changeless and abiding. A Sm^ti text like 
the following may be referred to by this Sutra: — 

(1) JTH ^l^tTHTcTi: I 

!T55^ fr g II Bha. Gi. XIV. 2. 

(2) g sr ( Bha. Gi. VIII. 16 ). 

I * 

15. Sankara quotes Sruti and Sm^ti texts which, he says, 

show that the Supreme Light is not subject to change. But 
his quotations state that no f^^s like ^4, are present 
in rather than that, is without The latter 

type of ^ruti is quoted by Sankara under Sutra 19. 

Sutra 21 

16. As ^ shows, this Sutra is the last argument for 

and it is the last Sutra in the 

Adhikarana. 

17. The form of the released soul is not subject to change 
and is devoid of the worldly dealings, because the only point 
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of similarity between that form and his form in this world is 
that of enjoyment of desired objects. There is a oruti text 
about this. This may be a reference to such a Sruti as 

fitqfiam I ( Tai. Upa. II. l ). These 
Srutis show that the soul in liberation is an enjoyer just as 
he is in this world. There are no Srutis showing • that the 
does any actions in except those of enjoyment, 

without is the nature of 

18. m’St — This word is used to exclude the soul in 

liberation being an agcnJt ( ) or a sufferer of sins etc., as 

he is in this world. He is only a without being a ^ 

in tbe state of liberation. As he is not a he does not 
undergo birth and death. 

19. In Bra. Su. III. 3. 51 ( 

) it is proved that is the 

20. According to Sankara Sutra 20 shows <1?:^ 

but Sutra 21 is meant to prove that the meditators 
on 5151*1, do not gain unlimited lordship by giving a 

reference to a Sruti about the similarity of those who attain 
to ^TJpr 515T*1 with fjcR: in the point of *Tt»T only. But he does 
not quote any such Sruti. He draws his conclusion on the 
strength of a Sruti which, he says, distinguishes between the 
goal and We think, there is no mention of 

in this Adhikarana and the between tbe soul 

in this world and in the state of liberation is meant here. 
There is no mention also of in this Adhikarana, 

as also of 
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Non-Return of the Released Soul. 

Sutra IV» 4. 22 

*^4: ’TT^t I 


TRANSLATION 


NoN-RETURN, from the Word; Non-return, from 
the Word. 
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NOTES 


Sutra 22 

1. We think, this Sutra is not connected with the preceding 
Sutra, because there is a g in the preceding Sutra and there 
is no 5r iu this Sutra. So this Sutra forms a new Adhikarana. 

2. As in other Sutras, is used here in the sense of 
Sruti. It is clearly a reference to such Srutis as ( 1 ) 

H ^ ( Cha. Upa. VIII. 15. l 1, ( 2 ) 

( Cha, Upa. V. 15. 6 ), 
and (3) ( Br. Upa. VI. 2. 15). These Srutis show 

that those who reach the Para do not return to this world. 

3. Saiikara does not make a now Adhikarana of this 
Sutra. He realizes that the topic of the preceding Sutras, as 
interpreted by him is inconsistent with this Sutra. So he 
reconciles that topic by saying 

(Bra. Su. IV. 3. lO ). 

We think it is impossible that this Sutra ( IV. 4. 22 ) is 
meant to be connected with Bra. Su. IV. 3. 10. Moreover, we 
have already shown that the latter Sutra is a The 

Sutra seems to mention the non-return of those who reach the 
highest goal possible. To us, it seems that though the goal 
is Brahman, the Sutrakara takes and as 

consistent with that goal, and consequently he mentions 
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By the Same Author. 

I. Aksara : A Forgotten Chapter in the History of Indian 
Philosophy. 1932. Rs. 5/- 

Contents— This is the thesis presented by Dr. Modi for the Ph. 
D. Degree in the University of KieL 

This is a thonght-provoking work. Dr, Modi has traced the theory 
of * Aksara * from the earliest Upanisads upto the times of the 
Vedantasutras. He starts with a comparative table setting forth the 
meanings attributed by Indian acaryas and Western translators to 
* aksara ^ in the eleven passages of the Bhagavadgita where it occurs 
in a philosophical sense. He shows how the Chandogya and Brhada- 
raiiyaka, the early prose Upanisads, speak of both aksara (impersonal 
Absolute) and purusa (personal absolute) and how they are not con- 
cerned to decide whether the final reality is personal or impersonal. 
He then proceeds to the earlier metrical Upanisads (like the Ka^ha 
and Mundaka) and holds that they placed immm higher than aksara, 
that both were regarded as the goals and both were styled vidyds. 
The next stage is reached in the Bhagavadgita which accepts the 
distinction between aksara and purusa taught by the earlier metrical 
Upanisads and also says that puruSa is beyond (para) aksara. The 
Gita develops the theory that meditation on purusa is preferable to 
that on akSara, because the former is easier than the latter; and the 
Gita says that purusa presides over aksara which is the abode (dhd- 
man). Gita identifies Krsna with purusa and is always careful not 
to identify purusa with brahman which is identified with aksara. The 
Gita teaches three paths of absolution, the Sdnkhya, Yoga and C/jpa- 
sand or bhakti and that aksara or purusa can be reached by anyone 
of these paths. Sankhya and Yoga in the Gita mean respectively 
‘renunciation' (with knowledge) and 'path of actions' (with knowledge). 
They are not two steps on the same path (as SafikaraCarya says) but 
two paths to either of the two goals, viz. aksara and purusa The 
learned author- then examines the twelfth ^jarvan of the Mahabharata 
and finds that therein the tenets of four ditferent schools are set out, 
viz. the Aupanisadas (chap. 182-253), the Sankhya (chap. 302-317), 
Yoga (chap. 308) and Paficaratra (chap. 334-352). Dr. Modi takes great 
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pains bo point out how the Sankhya in the Mahabharafca differs from 
the classical Sankhya, how both Hopkins and Deussen are wrong in 
their interpretation of chap. 308, how the Mahabharata mentions two 
schools of Yoga, one founded by Hiranyagarbha and the other by 
Rudra. He states that the Paficaratra school in the Mahabharata 
completely identihes aksara and purusa under the name of Narayana, 
that according to that school the supreme Reality is possessed of 
contradictory attributes. Dr. Modi then comes to the treatment of 
aksara in the Brahmasutras. He believes (p. 92) that ho has discovered 
the key to the elucidation of that somewhat abstruse and recondite 
work. According to Dr. Modi, the Sutrakara discriminates between 
aksara and purusa and the most striking feature in the subrakara's 
view of the Highest Being (para) is the systematic and lational 
interpretation which he gives for the first time in the history of 
Indian Philosophy to the twofold contradictory statements regarding 
the attributes of the supreme one. 

The author of the Brahmasutras, according bo Dr. Modi, does not 
regard aksara as lower than purusa but rather treats the two as 
identical and holds that the distinction made between the two in some 
texts is for the purpose of meditation only and that the same Sup- 
reme Being called para is to be meditated upon as aksara or purusa. 
Thus though aksara taught in the ancient Upanisads and the Gita 
is still recognisable even in Badarayana's sutias, even the traces of 
aksara disappear in the work of Sankaracarya, the renowned successor 
of Badarayana. It is hence that Dr. Modi describes the history of 
aksara as a forgotten chapter. 

+ + + 

( From a review of the work in the Journal of the B. B. R. A. S. 
by Mahamahopadhaya P. V. Kane ). 

SOME OPINIONS. 

Sir S. Radhakrishnan, Vice-Chancellor, Benares HindutUniversity, 
Benares: — It is a piece of sound and careful scholarship. I believe 
there is a great need for such intensive scholarship on such topics 
in Indian Philosophy, and trust that you will continue your work in 
this subject. 
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Prof. Dr. W. Schubrins, Altona-Klein Flottbek, Germany : — Let 

me heartily congratulate you for having thrown light, in a most 
scientific manner, on an untrodden path in the field of Indian 
thought... Certainly German scientific method has influenced the inter- 
nal and technical side of your working out your thesis. But I am 
sure that few places only are fit to preserve' that spirit equally well as 
Bhavoagar^ is, renowned as it is for its religious and literary atmos- 
phere. A few days' stay in your place early in 1928 belongs to my 
finest Indian recollections. 

Prof. M. Hiriyanna, Mysore University, Mysore: — I have read 
the thesis and I find that though it modestly claims to treat only of 
the history of a single conception, it deals with practically all the 
important problems raised in early Indian philosophy. I think that 
several of your conclusions will be acceptable to many. ... But even 
those that disagree will readily admit the value of your discussions 
of the details bearing upon these topics. In this respect, the chapter 
on the MahsbhSrata is very useful; and I can easily understand the 
trouble it must have cost you to put into shape the teaching of the 
Moksa-dharma with its vague and elusive terminology. 

A. Berridale Keith, University of Edinburgh: — I have read ib 
with the interest which abtaches to any serious effort to reconsbrucb 
the evolution of Indian philosophy. I recognise the care which you 
have devoted to the topic. 

Prof F. W. Thomas, Oxford University, 'Oxford: — I think that 
you have discovered a new topic in early Indian philosophy and have 
shed light upon some of the most difficult points in its history. 

Dr. H. Ui, Seminary of Indian Philosophy, The Tokyo Imperial 
University, Japan : — You have done much to puzzle out one of the 
metaphysical terms of the Gita and give us many valuable informa- 
tions in the field of Indian Philosophy ; your view and interpretations 
concerning the passages quoted through the work are on the whole 
interesting and acceptable. I would recommend your work to my 
fellow students in this country. 


K. P- Jayaswal, Patna: — Your treatment is remarkable. You 
have successfully given the exact connotation oP'aksara. I hope, you 
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will similarly intrepret other terms which are taken by the tTkIkaras 
as loose expressions. 

Prof. R. D, Karmarkar, Poona': — I think, it is a valuable piece 
of research. 

Dr. Laxman Sarup, Punjab University, Lahore: — I am very much 
impressed with the maturity of the spirit in the work of so young 
a scholar. 

Prof. Dr. M. Winternits, Prague, Czechoslovakia: — I can see that 
it is a highly valuable contribution to the history of Indian Philosophy. 
The method of your investigation seems to me very recommendable. 
There is certainly no other way to get at the bottom of Indian 
Philosophical terminology. If you can destroy the impression of 
vagueness which we so often have of the Sanskrit terms, not only in 
Bhagvadgita but also else-where, you will havo done great service 
indeed to Indological Research. 

Prol. Kokileshwar Shastri, Calcutta— I have been struck with 
the admirable learning and the thorough grasp. ...You possess a deep 
penetrating insight and a dovotedness to independence of thought 

Mahamahopadhyaya P. V. Kane, M. A., L. L, M., writes in the 
Journal of the Bombay Branch, Royal Asiatic Society, Vol. 9» 1933: — 

This is a thought-provoking work. Dr. Modi ... displays learning, 
industry and acuteness. He is not afraid of differing from such great 
Savants as Prof. Hopkins, Dr. Deussen and very often crosses swords 
with them. 

Bharatan Kumarappa, Nasik Road Central Prison: — I am greatly 
impressed by the critical method that he brings to bear on his subject. 
I am convinced that such efforts as that of Dr. Modi to throw 
light on the terminology of the ancient texts are most necessary, 
and yet upto now altogether neglected. I do hope Dr. Modi will 
continue to do more such work. 

I am surprised that within the two years he spent in Germany, 
he has been able to obtain full hold of the German method in the 
study of ancient texts, and has applied it so efficiently. I congratulate 
him on this. 
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Prof. A. 1C. TrivedI, Senior Professor of Philosophy, Baroda 
College:— Dr. Modi, has, with a freshness of outlook and impartiality 
and intellectual courage, tried bo throw new light and offered his 
synthesis in the matter of the history of the aksara-pu^^sa concep- 
tion, His documentation is exact and his investigation as thorough 
as original. His thesis is a most valuable contribution bo Indian 
dars'anic investigations. 

Principal Qopinath Kaviraj, Government Sanekrit College, Bena- 
res: — I have been highly impressed with the scholarly and critical 
nature of the treatment you have accorded to an almost neglected 
problem in the history of Indian philosophy. 

Prof. Dr. Sten Konow. Oslo:-— I have road it with great interest 
and admiration of your earnest and penetrating exposition of the 
problem. You have chosen a very important subject for your disser- 
tation, and I hope that you will, as you indicate, return to it in 
greater breadth. 


2. Translation of the Siddhantabindu. Rs. 5/- 

Contents — This work is an interpretation and translation of the 
Siddhantabindu, the well-known commentary on SankaraCarya's 
DaB'asToki, by Madhusudana Sarasvati, for which the author was 
given the Sujfia Gokulji Jhala Vedanta Prize (1921) in a competition 
among graduates of any Indian University of any years' standing. 

The translation itself contains ( 1 ) marginal summaries, (2) 
analytical headings, (3) statements of Query {purvapaksa) and De- 
termination (siddhanta), (4) explanatory foot'-notes. The arguments 
and conclusions are properly numbered and divided. The Introduction 
of 64 pages deals with the life, literary activity, and doctrinal attitude 
of Madhusudana. The appendices give critical and historical details 
connected with the text and discuss Madhusudana's conception of 
bhakti or devotion as a means to salvation and the important differ- 
ences between him and Sankara on this point. In fact they present 
ftn analysis of Madhusud ana's Bhaktirasayana. 
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Rev. Fr. R. Zlmmerinann, Bombay Prof, ModPg translation and 
interpretation shows a happy entente cordiale between East and 
West ... The monogi aph is a fine specimen of work done and promise 
for the future. 

Prof. A. B. Keith, University of Edinburgh:—! cordially agree 
with Prof. Zimmermann^s appreciation of its merits. 

Prof. Franklin Edgerton, Yale University, America: — ...I found 
Madhusudana very difficult and am sure your translation of his work 
will be useful. 

Prcf. Hermann Jacobi, Bonn: — I admire your thorough know- 
ledge and masterly treating of so intricate a subject^ and am sure 
that you are the most competent interpreter of Madhusudana Sara- 
swatPs Philosophical writings and ideas. 


3. A Critique of the Brahmasutra : Part 1. 

Interpretation of the Sutras (III, 2, 11-IV). Rs. 12/- 

Prof M. Hiriyanna, Mysore University, Mysore: — It is a care- 
ful and minute study of the Vedantsutra that we have here. The 
numerous discussions in it as well as the conclusions reached through 
them will be of immense value in reconstructing the early history of 
Indian Philosophy, and I hope that the book will receive from the 
scholars the close attention which it deserves. 

Sir S. Radhakrishnan, Vice-Chancellor, Benares Hindu Univer- 
sity, Benares: — I have now read through parts of the proofs you were 
good enough to send me, and I congratulate you on the courage, con- 
viction and ability with which you have carried out a great task. 

Prof. S. N« Dasgupta, King Qeorge V. Professor of Mental and 
Moral Science, Calcutta University, Calcutta : — Dr Modi has done 
an inestimable service in attempting a critical study of at least a 
part of the Brahmsutras ... He has practically succeeded in evolving 
a scheme, a sort of critical apparatus, which may be successfully 
applied to the Brahmasutras to make them yield their own meaning. 
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ii^ft k 


5. Bhagavadgita with Sankara’s Commentary. A New Approach. 
In Two Parts. ( In the Press ). 

Oontente — The texts of the original work and the commentary 
,ie properly analysed and their contents classified. Snnamaries in 
English of the topics discussed at length by Sankara are given in the 
□ob-notes. The Notes include an exhaustive criticism of the interpretati- 
ng of the Gita by Sankara^ Ramanuja^ Madhusudana^ Deussen, Garbe, 
Ludolph Otto, Edger bon, Hill, Barnett, Sir R. Bhandarkar, Prof. Belvalkar, 
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0. V, Vaidya, Sir iS. Radhakrishnan, Prof, S. N. Dasgupta, Tilak, 
Aurobindo Ghosh, Jfianeshwara, and many others. 

The author’s own interpretation and contribution to the Gi'ta 
studies are that each Adhyaya of the Gita is an independent unit 
and presents one particular process ol achieving Yoga “ Equality of 
Mind in the Success or Failure of One’s Undertakings. ” Ho further 
holds that the philosophical thoughts in each Adhyaya are peculiar 
to it only and that no single so called System was intended to be 
given by the author of the G^ta. 

Prof. M. Hiriyanna, Mysore University, Mysore — I have now 
read the Note; and it seems to me that your conclusion, viz., that 
though the Oita is generally heterogeneous in its character, it uniform- 
ly commends disinterested action, is well warranted. 







